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SUBJECTS   OF    DISCUSSION 


FIRST  NIGHT. 


What  is  God  ?  is  He  an  Immaterial  Being,  possessing  neither  Pas- 
sions, nor  any  Properties  of  Matter  ? 


SECOND  NIGHT, 


The  Godhead  :  are  the  Father  and  Son  two  Distinct  and  Separate 
Persons,  as  much  so  as  any  father  and  son  on  earth  ? 


THIRD   NIGHT. 


The  true  nature  of  the  Signs  promised  to  follow  Faith  ;  (Mark  xvi, 
17,  18) ;  are  the  terms  there  used,  such  as  Tongues,  Devils, 
Serpents,  &c.,  to  be  understood  in  the  literal  sense  ? 


KEPOKT 


MESSES.  GIBSOi^  A^D  WOODMAPrS  DISCUSSION, 


FinST  XlGIIT,   OCTOEER   24th,   1850. 

Subject:     fVhat   is   God?     Is   lie   an  Inmiaieri'-d  Boina,  possessiitg  neither 
Passions  nur  <xn\j  Propcrt'ics  of  liJaiiurf 

Mr.  AVoodmax  the  Affiumative— Mr.  Gibson  the  Xegative. 

]Mr.  Woodinan's  chairman  read  the  printed  placard  announcing  the  discussion,  and 
also  the  i-ules  agreed  to  by  the  parties,  ibllowed  by  a  few  suitable  remarks,  aftei"  which 
he  introduced  the  Rev.  Mr.  Woodman. 

Mr.  Woochvan.— The  question  I  have  to  open  before  you,  and  as  you  have  seeu 
too,  by  the  announcement,  vi'hich  has  been  read  over  before  you  by  ray  chairman,  is, 
'•  Wha,t  is  G!od  ?  Is  he  an  Immaterial  Being  possessing  neither  Passions  nor  any 
Property  in  common  with  Matter  ?'"' 

In  enterinc^-  upon  this  discussion,  I  do  it  with  an  earnest  desire  to  keep  my  mind 
open  to  conviction.  If  Mr.  Gibson  shall  give  anything  more  rational  than  my  present 
views,  I  shall  hold  myself  bound  to  forego  my  own  opinions  and  adopt  his. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  hope  to  be  enabled  to  discuss  the  subject  in  such  a  way  as  to 
give  him  e\  ery  fairness  of  setting  forth  the  ground  on  which  the  view  he  has  taken 
to  be  accredited,  is  founded.  2s  ow  the  question  stands  thus,  he  has  got  to  prove  that 
God  is  a  material  being,  and  has  properties  in  common  with  other  matter,  and  I,  that 
he  is  an  immaterial  buiiig.  In  a  number  of  the  "  Millennial  Stak,"  a  copy  of  which 
I  hold  in  my  hand,  for  March  1st,  1849,  there  are  some  questions  and  answers,  one  ot 
which  is,  "  What  is  God  ?"  The  answer  is,  "  He  is  a  material,  intelligent  personage,, 
possessing  both  body  and  parts."  Now,  with  iall  charity,  I  must  unhesitatingly  say, 
tliat  it  is  my  firm.est  conviction,  that  this  dogma  is  based  upon  a  fundamental  error,, 
the  reasons  of  which  conclusion  I  shall  in  due  time  set  before  you,  and  my  opponent 
will  pernut  me  to  say,  that  he  must  produce  more  cogent  reasons  than  I  have  ever 
heard  yet,  before  he  convinces  me  that  God  is  a  material  being,  or  has  a  single  property 
about  him  ;  1  believe  him  to  be  essentially  divine.  Now  1  find  in  looking  over  a  publicat- 
ion upon  this  subject,  by,  I  suppose,  one  of  their  chief  men,  Orson  Pratt,  he  says,  "  All 
immaterialists  are  atheists,  and  atheists  of  the  Avorst  sort."  Here  is  the  passage,  for  I 
do  not  like  to  make  assertions  Avithout  convincing  you,  and  taking  the  trouble  to  show 
you  they  are  well  grounded. 

The  article  is  found  on  page  11  of  the  "Absurdities  of  iMMATERi-iLiSH."  The 
article  begins  by  saying  that  "  there  are  two  classes  of  atheists :  the  first  denies  tlie 
existence  of  Uod  in  the  most  positive  language,  the  other  denies  his  existence  in  dura- 
tion or  space."  An  open  atheist  is  not  so  dangerous  as  the  atheist  who  couches  his 
atheistical  doctrines  under  the  head  of  Articles  of  Religion.  .The  first  stands  out  with 
open  colours,  and  boldly  avows  his  infidelity;  the  latter,  under  the  sacred  garb  of 
religion,  draws  into  his  yawning  vortex  the  unhappy  millions  who  are  persuaded  to 
believe  in,  and  worship  an  unextended  indivisible  nothing  without  parts,  deified  into 
a  God.  A  ]-)ious  atheist  is  much  more  serviceable  in  building  up  the  kingdom  of  dark- 
ness, than  one  who  openly  and  without  any  deception  avows  his  infidelity. 

Now,  I  do  not  read  this  with  a  view  to  prejudice  your  minds  against  the  arguments 
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my  opponent  may  bring  forth  ;  but  I  have  read  it  for  the  purpose  of  remarking  that 
before  any  one  charges  those  who  have  read  the  Bible,  and  have  formed  the  best  opini- 
ons to  be  obtained  from  the  Bible  concerning  God,  he  must  bring  very  cogent  reasons 
before  we  could  in  common  honesty  abandon  our  present  view\s.  These  reasons  pro- 
duced by  the  Latter-day  Saints,  do  not  appear  to  me  sufficiently  cogent,  or  I  should 
not  have  been  here  before  you  this  evening.  Now,  the  question  is  nan'owed  into  a 
very  small  point.  The  Latter-day  Saints,  to  whom  Mr.  Gibson  belongs,  hold  that 
anything  that  is  material  exists,  and  what  is  immaterial  is  nothing  at  all,  and  cannot 
exist ;  therefore,  if  I  prove  that  something  immaterial  does  exist,  that  part  of  the  ques- 
tion is  decided.  Before  entering  upon  that,  I  will  take  the  liberty  of  pointing  out 
the  conclusions  we  are  driven  to  by  the  ideas  in  this  pamphlet.  First,  that  God  is  not 
and  cannot  be  omnipresent,  on  the  following  ground,  as  they  say,  that  no  material 
substance  can  be  present  in  two  places  at  the  same  time ;  then  if  we  believe  that  God 
is  a  piece  of  matter  like  man,  he  can  no  more  be  omnipresent  than  man.  In  their 
books  they  argue  for  the  omnipresence  of  God ;  then  there  must  be  a  material  omni- 
presence, and  the  whole  of  space  would  be  filled  with  a  solid  substance  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  every  thing  else.  That  is  the  first  conclusion  we  are  bound  of  necessity  to 
come  to. 

Second,  that  God  is  under  the  necessity  of  journeying  from  place  to  place  to  see  his 
works,  of  passing  from  planet  to  planet,  that  he  moves  with  the  locomotive  power  of 
his  legs  (laughter.)  If  God  journeys,  it  must  take  him  time.  Mr.  Gibson  will 
agree  that  I  am  hot  misrepresenting  his  views.  If  I  am,  I  shall  be  glad  to  be  set 
right.  Now  this  is  making  him  a  mere  creature  of  space  and  time,  consequently,  time 
and  space  must  be  superior  to  God ;  God  must  be  boimd  by  time  and  space.  I  cannot 
find  in  Scripture,  that  God  is  such  a  being  as  that.  Jugernaut,  the  heathen  god,  is  a 
material  god,  and  is  bound  to  time  and  space  ;  therefore  if  it  be  idolatry  to  worship 
the  one,  it  must  be  to  Avorship  the  other,  for  they  are  both  material. 

Mr.  Orson  Pratt  has  made  a  wonderful  discovery  in  this  book  of  "  Absurdities  of 
Immaterialism."  He  has  made  the  discovery  of  what  constitutes  the  essence  of  all 
things.  It  is  generally  held  by  philosophers,  that  w^e  know  nothing  of  the  essence  of 
substances,  that  all  we  know  is,  of  its  properties.  But  what  do  you  think  he  says  is 
the  essence  of  substance  ?  Why  he  says  that  solidity  is  the  essence  of  substance,  and 
that  it  is  the  only  essence  in  existence.  Then  I  say  that  solidity  is  God  by  Orson 
Pratt's  own  showing,  or  else  God  is  not  the  essence  of  all  substance,  God  is  only  the 
property  of  solidity  ;  and  consequently,  permit  me  to  say,  that  the  doctrines  of  the 
Latter-day  Saints  are  not  the  doctrines  of  common  sense.  Now,  as  I  have  before  re- 
marked, I  have  only  to  prove  the  existence  of  what  is  not  material,  and  that  does  not 
depend  upon  matter  for  its  existence.  Well,  the  most  universal  existence  is  life :  it  is 
a  more  real  existence  than  solidity.  Life  is  not  material ;  you  all  know  that  it  is  not. 
Mr.  Gibson  may  tell  you  that  it  is  the  property  of  something  solid ;  but  life  is  some- 
thing superior  to  this  table ;  the  solidity  of  this  table  should  not  be  put  into  competi- 
tion with  life.  If  life  be  the  property  of  a  thing,  it  is  derived  from  the  nature  of  sub- 
stance, therefore  the  substance  must  be  superior  to  the  property.  Substance  is  the 
cause  of  the  property,  and  the  property  is  the  effect ;  therefore  if  solidity  be  the  es- 
sence of  all  things,  this  property  must  be  greater  than  the  subject  to  which  it  belongs, 
and  that  cannot  stand  in  argument.  We  will  suppose  for  a  moment  that  life  is  a  pro- 
perty of  solidity,  that  is,  the  essence  of  all  things.  Now,  I  ask  you,  and  Mr.  Gibson, 
whether  life  results  from  solidity  ?  because  if  it  does,  wherever  there  is  solidity,  thei-e 
is  life.  Is  there  any  life  in  this  table  ?  you  all  answer  in  the  negative ;  then  life  must 
come  fi'om  somewhere  else  than  from  solidity,  and  cannot  be  its  property.  There 
must  therefore  be  some  other  existence  which  is  not  solidity,  and  that  essence  is  God. 
Life  is  not  matter,  yet  life  is  the  most  essential  existence  there  is,  and  not  solidity. 
I  will  mention  another  thing  or  two  that  does  not  belong  to  solidity.  These  are  the 
feelings,  love,  hatred,  joy,  &c.,  these  are  not  matter  nor  the  properties  of  matter. 
There  is  not  a  single  law  of  matter  about  faith.  If  affection  is  a  material  property, 
it  must  have  some  matter  about  it.  Men  increase  their  love,  which  ought  therefore 
to  create  a  greater  bulk  in  the  man.  Now  we  know  that  is  not  the  case.  When  you 
travel,  you  have  to  go  from  point  to  point,  whether  you  travel  on  the  railway  or  other- 
wise ;  now  when  the  mind  travels,  it  is  not  by  these  means.     Your  mind  travels  to 
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XK)ndon,  America,  to  the  Antipodes,  distance  and  time  being  no  object.     It  exists,  and . 
yet  is  not  a  material  substance.     I  think  I  have  made  it  plain  to  your  understanding, 
that  the  affections  and  thoughts,  and  all  the  principles  of  mind  have  no  material  pro- 
perty about  them,  they  are  altogether  immatei'ial,  without  a  single  property  of  matter 
about  them. 

Mr.  Gibson. — Mr.  Chairman,  ladies,  and  gentlemen :  I  feel  truly  happy  to  night 
to  have  the  opportunity  of  meeting  with  my  fellow-men,  to  reason  on  the  principles 
of  truth,  which  must  be  dear  to  every  man  in  possession  of  a  sane  mind.  I  have  not 
come  here  to  meet  my  friend  in  discussion  for  the  love  of  victory,  but  that  I  might 
have  the  privilege  of  laying  down  principles  and  to  talk  upon  matters  of  the  greatest 
importance  to  mankind.  I  ask  your  calm  and  candid  attention,  and  that  you  will  use 
the  reasoning  powers  which  God  has  given  to  you,  that  you  may  be  able  to  judge,  ac- 
cording to  reason  and  the  word  of  God.  I  stand  before  you  in  a  peculiar  situation, 
because  of  many  things  which  have  been  said  against  the  society  to  which  I  belong, 
calculated  in  their  nature  to  prejudice  the  public  mind ;  I  stand  also  to  advocate  prin- 
ciples which  are  against  the  prejudices  instilled  into  our  minds  from  our  infancy ;  but 
I  beseech  you  to  throw  aside  your  prejudices,  if  you  have  any  such  thing,  for  a  season, 
and  listen  as  those  who  desire  to  have  truth  and  be  saved  thereby. 

The  first  thing  I  shall  take  notice  of  is  the  placard,  which  gives  the  subject  of  the 
first  night's  discussion,  in  these  words — "  What  is  God  ?  is  he  an  Immaterial  Being, 
possessing  neither  Passions  nor  any  Properties  of  Matter  ?  "  My  friend  has  to  prove 
the  aflfirmative ;  and  I  think  the  first  thing  he  ought  to  have  done  is  to  define  to  us 
what  is  immateriality.  This  he  has  not  done,  and  it  therefore  remains  for  me  to  ex- 
plain what  immateriality  is  not.  All  matter  has  certain  properties  belonging  there- 
unto, but  it  does  not  follow  that  every  kind  of  matter  has  exactly  the  same  kind  of 
properties ;  different  kinds  of  matter  have  different  kinds  of  properties  ;  at  the  same 
time  all  matter  has  some  properties  in  common. 

My  friend  has  made  an  assertion,  that  God  has  not  a  single  material  property  about 
him.  As  I  have  already  said,  all  matter  has  certain  properties,  but  these  properties 
are  as  various  as  the  kinds  of  matter.  There  is  one  kind  of  matter  which  we  call  oil, 
"which  has  fixed  properties ;  water  has  other  properties  different  from  those  of  oU. 
Wood  and  iron  are  both  material  substances  but  differ  in  their  qualities,  as  much  so 
as  water  and  oil.  Now  if  I  can  prove  to  you  that  the  great  God  possesses  qualities 
in  common  with  matter;  I  have  substantiated  that  he  is  a  material  being  1  grant 
that  he  possesses  some  peculiar  properties  that  other  kinds  of  matter  do  not  possess.  He 
possesses  the  property  to  love,  to  hate,  to  reason ;  in  fact,  the  passions  are  properties 
of  spiritual  matter.  My  opponent  ought  to  show  us  wh  it  he  means  by  immatei  iality. 
If  spirit  hath  any  properties  in  common  with  other  matter,  it  must  follow  that  it  can- 
not be  immaterial,  immateriality  has  nothing  in  cominon  with  matter.  My  oppo- 
nent says  that  there  are  such  things  as  love,  joy,  faith,  &c.  He  says  these  have  no- 
thing to  do  with  matter,  nor  have  they  a  single  property  of  matter  about  them. 
What  is  love?  it  is  a  property  of  spirit.  Wha'  is  hatred?  it  is  a  property  of  spirit. 
What  is  anger?  it  is  a  property  of  spirit.  What  is  jealousy?  it  is  a  property  of  spi- 
rit, and  God  has  all  these  propeities  I  will  put  another  question  :  can  love  exist  in- 
dependent of  substance  ?  it;  is  impossible  I  Nay  more;  I  will  prove  to  you  from  his 
own  words  that  God  has  properties  in  common  with  matter.  Before  I  read  this  let- 
ter, I  may  say  that  Mr.  Woodman  gave  me  liberty  to  make  what  use  of  it  I  pleased. 
In  this  letter,  dated  Sep.  30,  1850,  he  says.  "  believing  as  I  do  in  the  personality  of 
God,  I  believe  that  he  possesses  both  substance  and  form :  and  believing  that  infinite 
things  exist  in  him,  in  that  sense  I  believe  that  his  divine  person  has  parts  as  well 
as  a  body.  I  do  not  believe  that  <iod  possesses  passions,  and  thei'efore  shall  not  take 
that  in  the  affirmative.  This  is  his  own  admis.«ion  ;  he  declares  that  he  believes  God 
to  be  a  personal  being,  so  do  I.  He  believes  that  God  has  a  personal  identity,  dis- 
tinct from  any  other  being,  and  consequently  must  have  an  identified  form,  which 
must  have  a  relation  to  extention  and  to  space.  These,  then,  are  properties  common 
to  matter. 

I  will  now  read  a  little  from  Baron  Swedenborg's  writings,  entitled  "  The  True 
Christian  Religion."  Page  38,  we  are  there  told  that  "  things  that  cjme  under  no  pre- 
dicament of  substance  are  mere  nothings,  and  that  substance  without  a  foi-m  is  a  mere 
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imaginary  entity,  and  therefore  both  substance  and  form  may  be  predicated  or  afSrmed 
of  God." 

But  then  it  follows  as  a  matter  of  course,  that  if  God  has  a  form,  that  form  must 
have  limits  and  extension ;  for  to  speak  of  form  without  limits  and  extension  is  an 
absurdity,  as  it  is  these  that  constitute  form  in  anything,  and  as  limits  and  extension 
are  properties  of  matter,  then  God  must  have  these  properties. 

If  he  have  not  limits  and  extension  he  cannot  have  form ;  if  he  have  not  form  he  can- 
not be  a  substance ;  and  if  he  is  not  a  substance,  he,  according  to  Swedenborg  and 
Mr.  Woodman's  own  rule,  must  be  a  mere  nothing ;  so,  then,  he  must  either  have 
limits  and  extension,  which  are  properties  of  matter,  or  he  is  a  mere  nothing. 

Allow  me  to  explain  to  you  what  I  mean  by  form  ;  extension  and  limits  are  essen- 
tial to  form.  This  letter,  which  I  hold  in  my  hand,  is  about  square  in  form.  What 
gives  it  this  form  ?  it  is  because  it  is  extended  so  far  each  way ;  it  is  limited  here  and 
extended  there,  which  are  limits  and  extension.  Were  I  to  cut  off  the  corners  of  this 
sheet  it  would  then  assume  another  form,  because  it  would  be  limited  Avhere  it  was 
before  extended.  A  thing  cannot  have  form  without  extension.  Now  Mr.  Wood- 
man has  declared  in  this  letter  he  believes  that  God  is  a  personal  being  ;  and  Sweden- 
borg declares  that  substance  without  a  form  is  a  mere  imaginary  entity. 

I  may  remark  from  what  has  already  been  said,  that  according  to  Mr.  Woodman's 
own  acknowledgment,  God  is  a  personal  being,  and  must  therefore  in  his  identity  be  dis- 
tinct from  other  beings.  And  if  he  is  a  personal  being  he  must  have  a  form,  and  it 
is  impossible  for  anything  to  have  a  form  without  extension  and  limits,  and  extension 
and  limits  must  have  reference  to  space.  Now  it  is  impossible  for  any  being  to  exist 
without  these  properties  common  to  all  matter. 

He  has  charged  the  Saints  with  believing  that  God  is  not  omnipresent,  because  we 
declare  that  no  personal  being  can  be  in  two  places  in  the  one  and  the  same  time.  It 
is  upon  this  principle  we  declare  it,  because  no  one  thing  that  has  form  can  be  infi- 
nitely extended ;  form  must  have  limits  and  extension,  and  these  are  properties  of 
matter.  Now  I  will  show  you  from  the  Bible  that  God,  in  person,  is  not  every  where 
present,  you  will  find  this  by  turning  to  1  Kings  xix.  11.  "And  he  said  go  forth 
and  stand  upon  the  mount  before  the  Lord,  and  behold  the  Lord  passed  by,  and  a 
great  and  strong  wind  rent  the  mountains,  and  brake  in  pieces  the  rocks  before  the 
Lord,  but  the  Lord  was  not  in  the  wind;  and  after  the  wind  an  earthquake  ;  but  the 
Lord  was  not  in  the  earthquake.  And  after  the  earthquake  a  fire,  but  the  Lord  was 
not  in  the  fire ;  and  after  the  fire  a  still  small  voice."  So  we  find  by  this  passage  of 
scripture,  that  the  saints  are  right  in  saying  that  God,  in  his  person,  is  not  omnipre- 
sent. To  prove  it  still  clearer,  I  will  refer  you  to  the  11th  chapter  of  Genesis  ver.  5  ; 
"  And  the  Lord  came  down  to  see  the  city  and  the  tower  which  the  children  of  men. 
builded."  How  can  a  thing  that  is  everywhere  present  come  down  or  go  up?  it 
would  be  nonsense  to  talk  of  God  coming  down  if  he  were  there  already.  I  will  read, 
you  another  passage  in  Genesis  xvii.  21,  22  ;  "  But  my  covenant  will  I  establish  witli 
Isaac,  which  Sarah  shall  bear  unto  thee  at  this  set  time  in  the  next  year ; "  verse  22, 
"  And  he  left  oif  talking  with  hira,  and  God  went  up  from  Abraham." 

Now,  my  friends,  if  we  must  believe  the  Bible  to  be  the  word  of  God,  we  find  that 
he  came  down,  and  if  he  came  down,  it  would  take  him  tiine  to  do  it ;  and  if  he  came 
down  from  heaven  to  earth,  he  could  not  be  on  earth  before  he  came  down  to  it.  We 
read  that  God  went  up  from  Abi-aham:  then  if  He  went  up  from  earth  to  heaven. 
He  could  not  be  in  heaven  when  he  started  to  go  up  to  it.  Mr.  Woodman  may  tell 
you  that  this  was  an  angel  that  talked  with  Ala-aham  ;  but  I  will  prove  to  you  that 
it  was  God  himself,  see  1st  verse  of  the  same  chapter — "  And  when  Abraham  was 
ninety  years  old  and  nine,  the  Lord  appeared  unto  Abraham,  and  said  unto  him,  I  am 
the  Almighty  God,  walk  before  me  and  be  thou  perfect."  We  find  then  that  God, 
on  one  occasion,  came  down  and  went  up.  Now  if  the  Bible  is  given  to  me  for  a 
light  to  my  feet  and  a  lamp  to  my  path,  I  must  be  guided  by  it,  especially  in  these 
plain  matters  of  history.  I  am  now  reading  to  you  a  pltiin  matter  of  history  concern- 
ing what  the  Lord  did  in  the  days  of  Abraham.  I  will  quote  another  passage  upon 
this  same  subject,  Gen.  xxxv,  9, 10, 11 — "  And  God  appeared  unto  Jacob  again  when 
he  came  out  of  Padan-aram,  and  blessed  him.  And  God  said  unto  him  thy  name  is 
Jacob ;  thy  name  shall  not  be  called  any  more  Jacob,  but  Israel  shall  be  thy  name, 
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and  He  called  his  name  Israel.  And  God  said  unto  him,  I  am  God  Almighty,  &c." 
And  in  the  13th  verse  it  is  said,  "  And  God  went  up  from  him  in  the  place  where  He 
talked  with  him."  Have  I  not  proved  then  that  God  in  his  person  is  not  in  two  dis- 
tinct places  at  one  time  by  the  scriptures  ;  and  by  reason,  that  anything  that  has 
a  form  must  be  limited  in  its  extension,  and  that  God  being  a  person  is  subject  to 
these  laws  of  limitation  and  extension,  making  him  distinct  from  other  persons  ? 

God  is  a  spirit,  and  may  have  many  properties  about  which  we  are  ignorant.  Let 
us  see  what  it  says  in  John's  Gospel,  iv,  24 — "  God  is  a  spirit,  and  they  that  worship 
Him  must  worship  Him  in  spirit  and  in  truth."  The  indefinite  article  A  in  this  quo- 
tation gives  us  to  understand  that  God  is  a  spirit  among  more.  In  Heb.  i,  7 — "  And 
of  the  angels.  He  saith,  who  maketh  his  angels  spirits,  and  his  ministers  a  flame 
of  fire."  We  are  told  here  He  maketh  his  angels  spirits,  and  his  ministers  a  flame 
of  fire.  Now,  in  this  respect,  they  are  like  God ;  but  He  preserveth  his  own  iden- 
tity—  He  is  an  indi\adual  spirit  among  the  rest,  having  shape  and  form,  and  therefore, 
must  have  a  relation  to  extension  and  space,  and  cannot  be  in  two  distinct  places  at 
the  same  time.  Having  said  so  much  about  the  personality  of  God,  I  will  bring  a  few- 
more  passages  to  prove  that  He  has  passions.  Now  Mr.  Woodman  says  He  has  no 
passions,  which  harmonises  well  with  his  ideas  of  the  immateriality  of  God.  See  1  John, 
iv,  16 — "And  we  have  known  and  believed  the  love  that  God  hath  to  us,  God  is 
love ;  and  he  that  dwelleth  in  love  dwelleth  in  God,  and  God  in  him."  Love  is  a. 
passion  ;  now  if  God  have  no  passions  he  cannot  love .  My  friend  may  say  that  love 
itself  is  God ;  but  if  he  applies  it  to  God's  person,  he  will  make  love  a  person  and  not 
a  property — he  wovdd  give  to  love  a  form,  and  consequently  a  relation  to  extension 
and  space ;  and  this  would  make  it  a  material  substance.  I  do  not  believe  that  love- 
is  material,  but  a  property  of  spiritual  matter. 

Mr.  Woodman. — Mr.  Gibson  has  occupied  a  great  portion  of  your  time  in  trying' 
to  convince  you  that  God  is  a  person.  Now  I  believe  that  He  is,  so  that  he  need, 
not  occupy  the  time  upon  that  any  longer.  He  has  quoted  from  the  words  of  Baron. 
Swedenborg  to  prove  that  God  is  a  substance,  and  that  he  has  a  form.  Now  I  be- 
lieve this.  There  is  one  thing  I  should  like  him^  to  do,  and  that  is,  to  show  how 
solidity  is  the  essence  of  life.  He  has  never  touched  upon  that.  He  says  there  is 
many  kinds  of  spirit ;  we  know  that.  He  says  that  sph-it  is  matter ;  I  do  not  believe 
.any  such  thing.  He  also  says  that  it  may  have  a  great  many  properties  that  we  have 
no  idea  of  at  all ;  so  he  has  argued  from  what  we  know  nothing  about.  He  says,  I 
did  not  define  what  spirit  is  ;  has  he  defined  what  matter  is  ?  Can  he  tell  me  what 
is  the  essence  of  matter  ?  I  can  tell  him  what  the  properties  of  spirit  are ;  but  these 
properties  are  not  amenable  to  the  laws  of  matter. 

For  instance,  a  man's  thoughts  do  not  require  any  time  to  visit  London,  America, 
<x  the  Antipodes.  He  has  asserted  that  this  is  false.  He  has  never  said  a  word  about 
solidity  being  the  cause  of  life.  Now  all  the  question  turns  upon  two  things  :  whe- 
ther life  is  the  property  of  matter,  or  whether  life  is  existence  itself.  There  is  no 
necessity  of  reading  a  great  amount  of  Scripture.  I  shall  bring  one  or  two  passages 
and  compare  them  together ;  now  this  course  will  bring  the  subject  into  a  more  nar- 
row compass.  I  do  not  wish  Mr.  Gibson  to  quote  a  hundred  passages  to  prove  a. 
thing,  and  then  quote  a  hundred  and  fifty  more  to  prove  another ;  one  is  quite  enough, 
if  it  is  close  to  the  point.  Mr.  Gibson  has  tried  to  prove  to  you  that  God  is  a  solid 
substance ;  but  we  are  told  in  the  Scriptures  that  God  is  love.  Now  if  love  is 
.a  passion,  as  my  opponent  says  it  is,  or  the  property  of  matter,  then  God  is  only  th& 
property  of  something,  and  not  the  cause  of  aU  things.  Now  you  can  all  say  that 
God  cannot  be  a  property  ;  if  He  is,  solidity  must  be  superior  to  God,  We  must  keep 
the  Latter-day  Saints  to  this  point,  about  love  being  a  property ;  iflove  is  a  property, 
iiien  love  has  dimensions  and  must  be  material.  We  will  turn  to  Eph,  iii,  17^ — 
"  That  Christ  may  dwell  in  your  hearts  by  faith :  that  ye  being  rooted  and  grounded 
in  love  may  be  able  to  comprehend  with  all  saints  what  is  breadth  and  length, 
and  depth  and  height.  And  to  know  the  love  of  Christ,  which  passeth  knowledge^ 
that  ye  may  be  filled  with  all  the  fullness  of  God,"  Now  I  wUl  ask  him  how  he  ■mil 
calcidate  the  height,  breadth,  and  length  of  this  love?  Perhaps  he  will  use  an 
astronomical  instrument,  and  calculate  mathematically  its  height,  the  same  as  astro- 
nomers calculate  the  distances  of  the  stars,  or  measure  it  out  in  some  way,  giving  us  th* 
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length  and  breadth  the  same  as  he  would  the  length,  or  height,  or  breadth  of  matter,- 
for  he  says  love  is  a  product  of  matter  ;  it  must  therefore  be  a  part  of  that  from  which 
it  is  produced.     We  do  not  know  what  the  essence  of  matter  is.     But  the  property 
of  divine  love  is  to  love  others  out  of  itself,  and  this  is  not  a  property  of  matter.     It 
has  another  property — it  desires  to  be  one  with  other  things.     Now  these  are  not  the 
properties  of  solids ;  but  love  is  the  inmost  seat  of  life,  and  I  defy  all  the  Latter-day 
Saints  to  prove  to  the  contrary.     If  you  take  away  a  man's  love  you  take  away  his  life 
He  has  told  you  that  iron  has  certain  properties — that  oil  and  water  have  certain, 
properties ;  now  we  know  all  that.     Orson  Pratt  says  that  there  is  as  much  difference 
between  spirit  and  matter  as  there  is  between  oxygen  and  iron ;  that  solidity  and  ex- 
tension are  properties  belonging  to  all  matter ;  that  matter  cannot  be  in  two  places 
at  one  time,  therefore  minds  cannot  be  in  two  places  at  once.     But  allow  me  to  say 
liiat  mind  is  not  matter;  the  mind  is  often  in  places  remote  from  us  ;    if  it  be 
matter,  and  cannot  be  in  two  places  at  once,  we   are  often   without  mind;  for 
you  cannot  take  the  matter  of  this  board  away,  and  leave  the  board  behind.     Paul 
says  in  Col.  ii,  5 — "  For  though   I  be  absent  in  the  flesh,  yet  am  I  with  you  in 
the  spirit,  joying  and  beholding  your  order,  and  the  steadfastness  of  your  faith  in 
Christ."     This  was  written  at  Rome ;  Paul's  body  was  at  Rome  when  he  v^rrote  it, 
but  he  told  them  that  he  was  present  with  them  in  spirit.  We  cannot  suppose  that  his 
spirit  jumped  out  of  his  body  to  visit  the  CoUossian  church,  and  left  Paul  in  Rome 
■without  spirit.     Now  the  Apostle  Paul  proves  (and  I  am  sure  you  will  admit  his 
authority),  that  he  could  be  present  at  Rome,  and  with  the  Collossians  at  the  same 
time ;  and  proves  that  there  are  substances  that  can  be  present  at  the  same  time  in 
more  places  than  one.     Not  only  so,  but  that  if  no  material  can  be  present  in  two 
places  at  one  time,  the  spirit  is  not  material,  for  Paul's  spirit  was  in  Rome,  and  with 
I  the  Collossian  church  both  at  the  same  time.    We  will  speak  about  love  a  little  more. 
,  If  love  were  matter,  or  the  property  of  matter,  then  the  more  love  we  had  the  further 
.  it  would  reach.  It  would  require  a  longer  amount  of  love  to  go  over  to  America  than  to 
,^  go  to  Manchester.    If  love  were  material,  it  would  require  a  greater  length  to  reach  to 
^;the  Antipodes,  than  it  would  to  reach  to  the  Latter-day  Saints'  settlement  in  the  Salt 
,,  Lake  Valley.     Now  does  not  this  plainly  prove  that  love  is  not  material.    Form  must 
,^,have  dimensions ;  God  is  in  the  form  of  a  divine  human  being.  Now  I  see  God  when 
J  I  kneel  down  to  pray ;  I  see  him  now  ;  I  have  a  perception  of  the  divine  man,  the 
^t  Xiord  Jesus  Christ.     Now  if  mind  is  matter,  and  can  be  moved  from  place  to  place, 
^  Mr.   Gibson  will  perhaps  tell  us  how  long  his  idea  is,  or  what  is  the  length  and 
breadth  of  a  thought.     Mind  is  not  the  property  of  matter,  and  cannot  be  measured 
as  matter. 
\^      Mr.  Gibson. — The  whole  of  Mr.  Woodman's  last  argument  has  been  based  upon  a 
_  false  assumption.     He  has  assumed  that  spirit  is  immaterial,  and  he  goes  on  to  say 
J  that  mind  is  not  matter.  I  say  that  mind  or  thought  is  the  property  of  spuitual  matter, 
j,,but  the  property  itself  is  not  matter.  The  falling  rain  is  matter,  but  the  motion  (its  pro- 
perty) does  not  partake  of  the  watery  substance ;  motion  is  not  matter.  He  says  he  believes 
God  to  be  in  the  form  of  a  divine  man :  then  he  must  have  length  and  breadth,  or  he 
,  could  not  have  a  form,  and  if  so  he  has  a  relation  to  space  and  extension — these  are 
f,  properties  of  matter.     He  speaks  of  mind  travelling ;  now  although  we  cannot  esti- 
pj  mate  the  quickness  with  which  it  travels,  it  must  take  time  and  have  a  relation  to  du- 
j  ration.     He  declares  that  mind  or  thought  is  not  matter :  I  have  not  said  that  it  is  ; 
^^1  have  said  that  it  is  a  property  of  spiritual  matter.     In  speaking  of  love,  he  says  "  it 
^,  loves  that  whict  is  out  of  itself,"  and  if  a  property  of  matter,  it  must  have  dimensions, 
,  (Sic.     I  said  that  love  cannot  exist  without  a  substance.    I  will  read  a  quotation  from 
'   Swedenborg's  works  concerning  love,  58th  page  of  the  "True  Christian  Religion."  It 
iJIs  here  declared  by  Swedenborg,  "  That  love  abstracted  from  form  cannot  exist,  and 
^tibatin  and  through  form  it  effecteth  its  operations."    This  is  Swedenborg's  deblara- 
^jtipn,  that  love  without  form  cannot  exist ;  so  that  when  we  say  God  is  love,  we  speak 
|il,f^j an  attribute  of  that  substance  and  form  we  call  God ;  when  we  speak  of  God  as  a. 
U^,  person,  we  speak  of  him  as  a  being  who  is  perfect  in  that  relation.    According  to  Mr. 
_,  Woo(mian's  own  showing,  love  has  no  relation  whatever  to  matter ;  then  Sweden- 
^.  borg's  love  cannot  exist ;  for  as  form  implies  both  limits  and  extension,  and  as  limits 
sad  extension  are  properties  of  matter,  it  proves  this  love  to  be  material^  for  he 
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declares  it  cannot  exist  witliout  form.  Love,  abstractly  considered,  is  without  form. 
When  we  speak  of  the  love  of  God,  we  speak  of  that  attribute  which  belongs  to  him. 
God  is  love  ;  but,  abstractly  considered,  love  has  not  a  form — it  cannot  be  proved  that 
love  is  matter.  I  say  that  love  is  a  passion  belonging  to  God,  and  I  do  not  intend  to 
make  you  laugh  at  it.  My  friend  has  declared  that  God  has  none.  He  has  talked 
about  love  not  being  solidity.  Love  is  a  property  of  spirit,  and  belongs  to  spiritual 
matter.  I  did  not  say  that  a  property  is  solid.  We  see  the  pendulum  of  a  clock 
in  motion,  but  that  motion  is  not  solidity,  any  more  than  is  the  property  of  spirit 
solidity.  I  wish  you  to  understand  me.  Because  love  is  a  property  of  spiritual  matter 
it  does  not  follow  that  it  also  is  spiritual  matter,  or  partakes  of  materiality  in  the  least 
degree.  It  is  as  reasonable  to  say  that  the  motion  of  the  clock  pendidum  is  a  part  of 
the  pendulum,  as  to  say  that  love  is  a  part  of  the  matter  of  which  it  is  a  property. 
Love  is  a  passion  belonging  to  God  and  to  man,  or,  in  other  words,  the  property  of 
spiritual  matter.  I  will  produce  a  few  passages  to  show  you  that  God  has  passions. 
Mr.  Woodman  has  to  prove  that  God  has  none.  I  will  show  you  that  he  has  the 
c^posite  passion  to  love,  namely,  hatred.  Jer.  xliv,  4 — "  Howbeit  I  sent  unto  you  my 
servants  the  prophets,  rising  early,  and  sending  them,  saying.  Oh,  do  not  this  abomi- 
nable thing  that  I  hate."  It  seems  then  this  is  a  passion  which  belongs  to  God;  it 
remains  for  my  opponent  to  prove  that  he  has  none.  He  has  been  leading  away  your 
minds  in  trying  to  prove  what  mind  is.  Now  the  question  is  not  what  is  mind,  but 
what  is  God,  and  has  he  passions  ?  He  has  got  to  prove  that  God  has  no  passions, 
and  that  he  has  nothing  in  common  with  matter.  If  I  can  prove  that  God  has  a 
form,  which  is  a  property  common  to  matter ;  also  that  he  has  passions ;  then  his  ar- 
guments are  refuted.  I  have  already  proved  that  God  has  love  and  hatred.  But  I  will 
add  another  passage  in  Zach.  viii,  17 — "  And  let  none  of  you  imagine  evil  in  your  heart* 
against  his  neighbour,  and  love  no  false  oath,  for  all  these  are  things  that  I  hate, 
saith  the  Lord."  Now  we  shall  prove  that  he  has  anger,  see  Jer.  li,  45 — "  My  people 
go  out  of  the  midst  of  her  and  deliver  ye  every  man  his  soul,  from  the  Jierce  anger  of 
the  Lord."  Mr.  Woodman  does  not  want  me  to  multiply  pjxssages  :  I  wish  him  to 
produce  as  many  passages  of  scripture  as  he  pleases  to  substantiate  his  point  and  over- 
throw mine ;  but  he  has  not  found  the  first  one  yet.  I  need  scarcely  say  to  him  that 
all  he  has  to  do  is  to  prove  that  God  has  no  passions — he  has  already  acknowledged 
that  he  has  something  in  common  with  matter,  namely,  form. 

Mr.  Woodman. —  Mr.  Gibson  has  complained  tliat  I  have  made  you  laiigh  at 
something,  I  did  not  wish  to  make  any  one  laugh.  I  did  not  make  any  expression 
with  that  intention,  and  shall  endeavour  to  avoid  saying  anything  that  might  create 
a  smile.  Mr.  Gibson  has  said  a  great  deal  about  spiritual  matter,  and  has  stated  that 
spirit  is  something  different  to  this  table.  (Striking  the  table  with  his  hand).  I  should 
like  him  to  give  us  a  distinct  definition  of  what  he  means  by  spiritual  matter.  He 
says  he  has  proved  that  love  is  a  property  ;  then  he  has  proved  that  God  is  a  property, 
for  John  says,  God  is  love ;  now  I  should  not  apprehend  that  John  said  so,  and  did  not 
mean  what  he  said. 

Mr.  Gibson  says  when  the  text  speaks  of  God  as  love,  he  means  love  as  an  attri- 
bute. John  says,  "  he  that  loveth  not,  hath  not  God,  for  God  is  love."  Now  I  am 
»m-e  he  does  not  say  anything  about  him  being  an  attribute.  He  has  been  led  to  the 
conclusion  that  there  is  nothing  solid  about  love,  and  has  tried  to  persuade  you  that 
love  is  a  property  of  matter.  But  he  has  not  denied  that  life  is  real  existence.  Love 
may  be  different  from  life  in  this  respect.  Life  is  not  creatible :  God  cannot  create 
life.  He  can  create  forms  and  fill  them  with  life ;  because  God  U  life,  and  God  is 
love.  For  if  God  were  to  create  life,  he  would  be  creating  another  God.  He  has 
never  told  us  where  matter  gets  its  life  from,  for  life  is  not  a  property  of  solidity.  Its 
source  must  be  somewhere;  well,  that  is  what  I  call  God.  With  regard  to  the  pas- 
sions, I  w^iil  endeavour  to  point  out,  that  some  kinds  of  lore  only  may  be  called  pas- 
sions, but  it  is  not  the  case  with  divine  love,  it  is  not  a  passion.  Now,  a  passion  is 
something  that  is  excited  by  an  external  cause,  for  instance,  when  a  person  is  angry, 
he  is  said  to  be  in  a  passion,  because  that  passion  was  excited  by  some  external  cause. 
When  a  person  is  the  su))ject  of  excitement,  that  thing  excited  in  him  is  called  a 
passion ;  now  I  would  ask  you  if  the  love  of  God  is  such  a  thing  as  that,  because  if  it 
is,  there  could  not  be  any  love  in  him,  except  some  one  excited  that  love.     The  love  of 
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<iO(l  'u  not  a  pas^ioii.  it  is  ;i  olivine  pi'incii.'lp.  Th(ire  must  ha  ;i  iiintinction  made  be- 
tween a  passion  aii.l  tl)!.-;  {livi;ie  pri.ieiplo.  In  many  places  of  the  scriptures,  God  is 
spoken  ol"  as  liavin;.;-  p:i?.sioits.  In  one  plife  tiiey  say  he  rep.ents,  and  in  tinother,  that 
lie  does  not  lepent ;  now  liolii  ilioe  canaot  l;e  true  in  the  !>;iirie  sense  ;  so  it  is  with 
this  attribute  of  God  wheu  iiiij>lvi'i;j,-  to  love.  God  gave  the  holy  scriptures,  and 
l)rougiit  down  the  divine  tralii  to  the  capacities  of  men  that  they  could  understand  it. 
Now,  hatred  is  opposite  to  love,  and  y^t  Z\h'.  Gibson  has  trii'd  fo  teake  it  appear  that 
they  exist  in  God;  if  so,  then  i.iiinitc  Lv8  and  intiuite  hatred  both  exist  in  hini,  and 
these  operatinjj;'  together  would  destroy  one  another,  and  make  nu  end  of  passions  and 
of  God.  As  i  have  said,  God  has  l»rought  down  the  divine  truth,  and  couched  it  in 
such  hiuguage  that  it  could  a|iproach  men.  Now,  in  nature  rhcreari-  apDarent  truths 
and  genuine  truths.  It  is  an  apparent  truth  when  the  sun  rise-,  a.id  we  say  the  sun 
rises,  but  the  real  or  genuine  truth  is,  the  sun  does  not  move  so  as  to  fau;-e  that  phe- 
nomenon, hut  it  is  ciiused  by  the  rotatory  motion  of  the  earth.  We  also  say  the  sun 
sets,  wtiieh  appearance  is  the  result  of  the  same  cause;  we  speak  about  it.  and  others 
understand  what  we  mean.  Although  we  speak  so,  no  censible  man  toulu.for  a  mo- 
meat  entertain  tlie  idea  that  the  earth  stands  still,  as  wiiS  rorinei-ly  thuug!-t,  and  not 
only  did  men  make  use  of  tliis  method  of  convvyi;  g  tl:eir  ideas  iuimerh,  but  God 
makes  use  of  it  in  the  same  Idiid  of  language  iiy  bis  servant  .losbua,  wLe'i  he  com- 
miuded  the  sun  to  stand  still,  and  the  moon,  ia  the  v.Jley  of  Aj  Inn.  We  cannot 
suppose  that  he  who  possessed  infinite  wisdom,  did  not  under.-tand  tlse  science  of  as- 
tronomy, for  all  things  were  made  by  Himi,  and  yet  ywu  see  he  spCilis  in  a  manner  to 
suit  the  capacities  and  conditions  of  meji.  Isuw  thelaSv  l;y  which  it  appears  that  the 
sun  moves,  is,  that  when  our  bodies  are  put  in  motion,  ii.  appears  to  us  m  if  the  bodies 
around  us  were  put  in  motion  and  we  are  s  ill.  So  it  appears  when  you  are  upon  a 
railway  car-,  or  when  you  are  running  by  objects  very  ijiiickiy.  In  James,  i,  17, 
it  says,  -'Every  good  gift,  and  every  perfect  gilt  is  from  abi>ve,  and  cometh  down  from 
the  fiither  of  lights,  with  whom  is  no  vaiial.iene.-s,  neither  shadow  of  turning." 
Now,  we  know  that  <iod  is  itnchangeablo,  but  ti^at  m:ui  is  changeable.  As  wdien 
man  moves,  it  appeal's  to  him  that  the  thli'.gs  around  hia)  move;  so  it  appears  to  liim 
that  God  has  cnanged,  when  he  changes  ir.his  piinciules;  the  san-e  appearance  was 
manifest  when  they  brought  to  the  Lord  th.  man  that  v,as  afJiicted  v.jth  :a\  infirmity 
tor  eighteen  years.  They  complained  that  'dn  Lord  bhould  Leal  on  the  sabbath  day; 
now  this  was  wrong  by  appearance  to  them.  Bat  tiie  Loid  i:»;rnediatfly  afterwards 
healed  him,  looking  up;jn  them,  with  anger,  beii.g  griewd  becau.-e  of  the  hardness  of 
their  hearts.  We  know  well  that  with  children,  p.ij'ents  have  oe.asion  often  to  find 
fault;  thgy  complain  to  other  people  of  the  faults  of  their  chi^lren,  and  in  anger 
chastise  them.  But  this  is  not  anger,  it  is  all  love  win-  h  ih.'V  have  for  their  children. 
The  vei-y  love  of  God  in  like  manner  appears  opposite  to  itself,  as  if  it  were  anger. 

Man  sees  (Jodin  his  own  state,  he  does  not  see  him  as  h^--  is  ;  tlie  s.mje  as  a  man  in 
the  jaundice,  every  thing  he  sees  appears  yellow.  And  God  jiaving  brought  down  his 
divine  truth  in  his  Avord  so  as  to  meet  all  these  cases,  for  .-.s  the  apostie  Paul  says, 
'•  When  I  was  a  child,  I  spoke  as  a  child,  I  thought  as  a  chii>?,  ic."  We  are  chil- 
d.ren,  so  our  Heavenly  Father  in  his  infinite  condescention  has  diijinid  to  speak  in  his 
word  to  stiit  the  states  and  conditions  of  men,  although  he  himself  i-  imch.mgeable. 
More,  he  says  to  the  pure,  I  will  show  myself  pure :  to  the  pi  oud,  i  will  show  myself 
proud:  to  the  froward,  I  will  show  my.self  froward.  Now  the  first  thing  ilr.  Gibson 
has  to  do  is,  to  give  me  a  definition  of  what  he  means  by  spiritual  matter. 

Mr.  Gibson. — My  friend  says  that  the  first  thing  I  must  do  is  to  give  a  definition 
of  what  I  mean  by  spiritual  matter.  Spiritual  matter  is  that  which  has  some  proper- 
ties in  common  with  all  matter,  and  many  properties  that  arc  peculiar  to  itself  which 
do  not  belong  to  other  matter.  It  thinks,  it  loves,  all  the  passions  belong  to  this 
matter.  It  is  not  my  body  that  thinks  independently  of  my  spirit ;  it  is  not  the  mat- 
ter of  my  body  that  loves,  it  is  the  spirit  that  loves ;  it  is  not  the  matter  of  my  body 
that  hates,  it  is  the  spirit  that  hates.  But  Mr.  Woodman  says,  that  when  God  says 
he  hates,  he  means  that  he  loves;  let  us  read  it  so,  Jeremiah  xliv.  4.  "  Howbeit  I 
sent  unto  you  all  my  servants  the  prophets,  rising  early,  and  sending  them  saying, 
oh,  do  not  this  abominable  thing  which  I  love."  According  to  my  opponent's  state- 
ments God  cannot  hate,  and  where  it  says  hate  it  means  love ;  consequently  if  he  does 
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not  h;i'e  tliat  thiu;.',  he  m;ist  love  it.  He  sius  that  whioi!  is  excited  in  us  by  some 
other  being  or  c.;us",  is  pa.Si>ion.  This  is  true,  it  v.ms  the  {iboniinahle  thing  that  Is- 
rael did  which  excited  God  to  hate.  We  will  read  a,  passage  in  Nahiuii  i.  G  ;  "Who 
can  stand  beforn  lijs  inditrnation,  and  who  can  abide  in  thu  fiercener-s  of  his  anger? 
his  fury  is  poured  out  like  fire,  and  the  rocks  are  ihiown  down  liy  him."  Also  the 
2n<i  vei'se—''  God  is  jc;dous,  and  the  Lord  rcvengeth,  tlie  Lord  I'evengeth  and  is  fu- 
rious ;  the  Lord  wiil  ta'  e  vengeance  on,  his  adversaries,  and  he  rcsi-rveth  wi'ath  for 
bis  enemies,"  Now  according  to  iny  friends  statement  all  tl'i»  means  love.  It  is  not 
lovo  init  it  is  ar.aey,  fury,  fierce  indignation,  revenge,  v>'ratli  and  vengence ;  excited 
by  the  evil  deeds  of  men  upon  the  face  of  the  earth.  God  cannot  hate  a  good  thing, 
because  it  does  not  excite  hatred  but  love ;  but  I  hate  all  evil,  saith  the  Lord.  Men 
c.'in  h.to  that  which  is  good  sometiraes,  and  love  that  which  is  evil.  I  v.'ill  now  bring 
my  fiiend  back  again  to  the  subject  of  discussion.  He  has  never  told  us  how  a  thing 
can  be  i^quare,  or  I'ound,  without  having  a  relation  to  extension  and  to  space.  I  defj 
him  or  any  logician  in  the  Avorld  to  prove  that  any  one  thing  has  form,  without  limits 
and  extension.  He  siiys  God  is  love,  and  then  asks  the  question,  is  God  a  property? 
I  would  ask,  has  a  j  roperty  a  form  ?  because  if  a  property  have  a  shcvpe  it  must  be 
material,  which  is  an  absurdity.  He  has  declared  that  God  is  a  personal  being,  having 
a  form,  having  a  certain  shape;  then,  if  love  is  not  the  property  of  that  form,  but  the 
form  itself,  that  love  must  be  a  personal  being,  and  consequently  must  have  extension 
and  limits ;  for  he  could  not  be  a  personal  being  without  a  form,  and  could  not  have 
form  v>ithout  limits,  neither  be  in  t\vo  places  at  one  and  the  saine  time.  He  says,  I 
have  not  told  him  where  matter  gets  its  life  from ;  but  I  have  told  him  that  life  is  a 
property  of  spirit,  or  rather  spirit  is  life.  Mr.  Woodman  next  goes  on  to  say  that 
God  is  love  ;  now  I  have  proved  to  you  that  love  is  a  passion ;  then  is  God  a  passion? 
my  opponent  will  not  say  so,  and  must  come  to  the  conclusion  that  love  is  a  property 
of  spiritual  matter,  which  is  called  God  in  the  scriptures.  Although  this  j^roperty  is 
so  called,  we  cannot  suppose  that  it  is  the  personal  being  of  God.  We  see  the  pen- 
dulum of  the  clock  in  motion,  but  we  do  not  say  that  that  motion  is  the  pendulum  ; 
tliis  would  be  absurd.  It  would  be  equally  as  absurd  to  say  that  love  is  the  personal 
being  of  God.  Let  us  draw  the  matter  a  little  tighter.  Now  the  question  for  this 
night's  discussion  is,  has  God  any  passions,  qr  anything  in  common  with  matter?  Mr. 
Woodman  has  declared  that  he  believes  God  has  a  form,  that  he  is  a  personal  being, 
then  he  must  have  something  in  common  with  matter.  Hence  Mr.  Woodman  has 
failed  to  sustain  the  affirmative,  by  frankly  acknowledging  the  negative.  I  will  read 
another  extract  from  Swedenborg's  Work,  page  48,  of  "  The  True  Christian  Religion." 
Swedenbora:  there  says,  that  "  God  is  present  in  space  without  space,  and  in  time  with- 
out time  ;  and  this  is  a  consequence  of  his  being  the  same  from  eternity  to  eternity,  and 
therefore  the  same  before  the  world  was  created  that  he  was  after  its  creation,  and  in 
God  and  in  his  presence  there  existed  neither  spaces  nor  times  before  creation  but  after 
it,  wherefore  he  being  the  same  as  in  space  \Aithout  space  and  in  time  without  time." 
In  the  47th  page  of  the  same  book,  when  speaking  of  the  spiritual  world,  where  saints 
and  angels  dwell,  he  says :  "  were  there  no  times  and  spaces  in  that  world,  then  the  whole 
of  it  might  bfe  drawn  through  the  eye  of  a  needle,  or  concentrated  on  the  point  of  a  single 
hair."  Then  if  in  God  and  his  presence  before  the  creation  of  the  world  there  existed 
neither  spaces  nor  times,  and  if  he  is  the  same  from  eternity  to  eternity,  the  same  be- 
fore the  creation  of  the  world  that  he  was  after  its  creation,  then  in  God  and  his  pre- 
senoe  there  still  will  be  neither  spaces  nor  times,  and  if  this  is  the  case,  what  must  be 
the  consequence  ?  why,  according  to  his  own  reasoning,  the  whole  of  God's  person 
and  presence,  that  is  both  himself  and  the  place  where  he  dwells  may  be  dra^\Ti 
through  the  eye  of  a  needle,  or  concentrated  on  the  point  of  a  single  hair.  But  if 
God  even  took  up  so  much  space  as  the  point  of  a  single  hair,  he  still  has  a  relation 
to  space,  dimensions,  limitations,  and  extension,  and  therefore  must  have  properties  in 
common  with  matter  ;  if  he  has  not  these  propei'ties,  what  is  there  that  he  has  got  ? 
and  if  he  does  not  occupy  so  small  a  space,  where  is  his  omnipresence  ?  If  you  say 
that  he  is  everywhere  present,  then  he  must  be  extended ;  for  if  he  v^'ere  not  extended 
he  could  not  be  everywhere  ;  in  this  view,  also,  he  must  have  a  relation  to  space.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  he  and  all  his  retinue  of  glorified  spirits,  and  the  world  in  which 
they  dwell,  is  so  small  as  to  be  concentrated  upon  the  point  of  a  single  hair,  still  he 
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must  have  a  relation  to  space,  limits,  and  extension,  which  are  properties  of  matter. 
Now  my  friends  have  I  not  proved  what  I  have  advanced  ?  he  has  declared  that  God 
has  form,  that  he  is  a  personal  being  ?  then  I  ask  my  opponent  how  this  personal  be- 
ing can  exist  in  two  places  at  the  same  time  ?  and  how  he  can  have  no  relation  to 
matter  and  space  ?  He  has  also  to  prove  that  God  has  no  passions.  I  have  proved 
that  he  loves  that  which  is  good,  and  hates  evil,  and  is  angry  with  the  wicked ;  hatred 
is  excited  in  him  by  the  wickedness  of  the  wicked.  He  loves  them  that  love  him. 
Ood  has  passions  or  else  the  Bible  is  not  true.  My  opponent  has  not  disproved  one 
passage  I  have  read 

Mr.  Woodman. — I  have  asked  my  friend  to  prove,  or  to  define  to  us  what  spirit 
is.  He  says  that  it  is  something  that  thinks.  Is  that  a  definition  ?  I  also  asked  him 
Avhere  life  came  from.  He  told  us  that  life  is  the  property  of  spirit,  and  immediately 
afterwards  told  us  that  spirit  is  matter,  then  life  is  the  property  of  matter.  These 
things  he  stated  over  and  over  again.  As  for  going  over  the  ground  a  great  many 
times,  I  think  there  is  no  necessity  for  that.  I  will  just  notice  another  thing.  "  God 
is  love  ;"  that  the  apostle  declares. 

Mr.  Gibson  says  love  is  a  property  of  something,  then  it  follows  that  God  is  a  pro- 
perty of  something.  He  says  love  is  the  property  of  spirit  ;  then  God  is  the  property 
of  spirit.  He  also  says  spiint  is  matter,  so  that  he  makes  out  God  must  be  the  pro- 
perty of  matter.  These  are  the  only  conclusions  we  can  come  to  from  his  reasonings. 
He  says  that  no  substance  can  be  in  two  places  at  once.  Why,  did  I  not  prove  to 
him  by  Paul's  words  that  he  was,  as  to  his  spirit,  in  two  places  at  once  ?  he  does  not 
deny  it. 

He  has  never  said  that  love  has  any  properties,  for  a  property  cannot  have  a  pro- 
perty. The  property  of  love  is  to  love  others  without  itself,  and  desire  to  be  present 
with  them.  These  are  not  properties  of  solidity,  but  they  are  properties  of  love,  there- 
fore love  is  not  a  property  of  something  else. 

He  has  read  an  extract  from  Swedenborg's  works,  which  says,  all  the  things  in  the 
invisible  world  might  be  drawn  through  the  eye  of  a  needle,  but  he  has  omitted  read- 
ing a  great  part  which  he  ought  to  have  read.  Swedenborg  does  not  say  that  there 
are  no  portions  of  space  and  time  in  the  other  world  ;  but  that  the  spaces  in  that  world 
are  not  like  the  spaces  in  this  world ;  they  are  not  measurable  by  miles,  or  by  feet,  or 
by  inches,  he  did  not  speak  about  space  in  quality  but  in  degree.  He  finds  fault  with 
Swedenborg  saying  that  God  existed  in  "space  without  space.  Swedenborg  means 
that  he  exists  in  time,  not  being  bounded  by  the  laws  of  time  or  space.  He  then 
finds  fault  because  Swedenborg  says  that  God  created  times  and  spaces.  If  God  did 
not  create  them  they  are  independent  existences,  and  there  would  therefore  be  three 
Gods ;  for  the  only  independent  existence  is  God.  Now  I  have  told  you  that  God  is 
love,  but  God  in  his  love  is  not  in  space ;  you  cannot  fill  the  walls  of  this  room  with 
love,  because  it  is  not  a  thing  belonging  to  matter,  and  has  no  relation  to  space.  If 
this  love  be  a  property  of  matter  it  is  in  all  nature,  and  we  should  be  able  to  get  it  by 
diemical  applications. 

Now  if  you  come  to  examine  love,  one  of  the  attributes  belonging  to  it  is,  that  it 
cannot  be  affected  by  space  ;  and  the  reason  why  God  is  omnipresent  is  because  he  Ls 
divine  love.  In  this  sense  his  presence  is  in  all  space,  without  himself  being  connected 
with  any  principle  of  space. 

You  can  have  thoughts  and  affections  without  matter,  for  the  substance  of  our 
bodies  is  continually  changing,  but  the  particles  of  matter  which  we  have  thrown  off 
have  not  taken  our  thoughts  and  affections  with  them.  All  things  have  a  relation  tO' 
God,  but  he  is  infinitely  above  all  things  ;  and  whatever  exists  must  be  distinct  from 
God,  and  of  a  different  nature  from  God,  he  did  not  bring  himself  into  existence,  but 
he  created  all  things.  We  talk  about  the  creations  of  genius,  the  painter  draws  a 
beautiful  picture,  the  sculptor  makes  a  graceful  figm-e ;  now  this  form  existed  in  his 
mind,  before  he  stamped  it  upon  the  dead  matter.  According  to  Mr.  Gibson  it  must 
have  come  out  of  his  mind  through  his  fingers,  until  the  image  in  his  mind  arrived  to 
the  marble,  and  thus  he  produced  a  dead  image,  but  he  could  not  bring  it  out  without 
putting  it  on  to  something  that  is  dead.  So  God  could  not  create  himself,  but  he 
has  created  all  things,  and  made  them  have  a  relation  to  himself. 

As  I  said  before,  that  in  consequence  of  God  being  divine  love  he  therefore  exists 
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in  space  without  space,  and  in  time  without  time.  Paul  says,  "  who  shall  separate  us 
from  the  love  of  Christ :  shall  tribulation,  or  distress,  or  persecution,  or  famine,  or 
nakedness,  or  peril,  or  sword." 

Mr.  Gibson. — Mr.  Woodman,  in  the  latter  part  of  his  speech,  says  that  when  a 
man  forms  an  image  it  must  first  be  in  his  mind  before  it  can  be  formed  by  him. 
But  could  the  thing  be  formed  in  his  mind  if  he  did  not  exist  as  a  man  ?  The 
thought  could  not  be  there  without  the  spiritual  substance,  and  thought  springs  from 
spirit,  for  thought  is  the  jjroperty  of  spirit.  In  speaking  of  love  he  says :  the  pro- 
perty of  love  is  to  love  out  of  itself,  but  I  would  ask,  can  love  love  anything  without  a 
substance  from  which  it  springs  ?  No,  it  cannot,  and  Swedenborg  himself  declares, 
that  to  talk  about  love  without  form  is  an  absurdity.  He  has  said  that  love  can  love 
a  thing  out  of  itself,  now  I  deny  that  love  in  the  abstract  can  love  anything.  Love 
without  a  form  or  abstract  from  matter  is  an  absui-dity.  Now  the  point  to  be  con- 
sidered to-night  is,  has  God  any  passions,  or  any  properties  in  common  with  mat- 
ter ?  I  want  him  to  come  back  and  look  at  it.  I  ask  him  how  it  can  be  possible  tkat 
God  himself,  as  a  personal  being,  can  have  no  relation  to  space  ?  Mr.  Woodman  says, 
that  thought  travels  in  an  instant.  Now  an  instant  has  a  relation  to  duration.  Can 
you  think  of  two  things  at  once  and  the  same  time  ?  No,  the  mind  must  go  from  one 
to  the  other,  and  a  certain  amount  of  time  is  required  to  do  it.  Now  I  have  proved 
that  God  has  passions ;  he  loves,  he  hates,  is  angry  and  a  jealous  God.  He  has 
complained  that  I  have  not  defined  what  spiritual  matter  is,  has  he  defined  what 
immateriality  is  ?  I  will  quote  a  passage  from  Genesis  xxxii.  24,  "  And  Jacob 
was  left  alone,  and  there  wrestled  a  man  with  him  until  the  breaking  of  day,"  After 
God  had  blessed  Jacob,  he  says  in  the  30th  verse,  "  And  Jacob  called  the  name  of  the 
place  Peniel ;  for  I  have  seen  God  face  to  face,  and  my  life  is  preserved."  How 
could  Jacob  vn-estle  with  that  which  is  immaterial  ?  I  shaU  take  another  passage. 
Genesis  xviii,  1.,  "  And  the  Lord  appeared  unto  him  in  the  plains  of  Mamre, 
and  he  sat  in  the  tent  door  in  the  heat  of  the  day."  In  the  2d  v.,  "  Abraham  lifted 
up  his  eyes  and  looked,  and  lo  three  men  stood  by  him,"  In  the  4th  v.,  "  He  wished 
them  to  wash  their  feet,  and  rest  them  under  the  tree."  In  the  5th  v.,  we  read  that 
he  fetched  a  morsel  of  bread  to  comfort  their  hearts.  6th  v. ,  "  Three  measures  of 
fine  meal  were  kneaded  and  cakes  baked  upon  the  hearth."  7th  v.,  "A  young  man 
dressed  a  calf  tender  and  good."  8th  v.,  "  And  he  took  butter  and  milk,  and  the  calf 
which  he  had  dressed,  and  set  it  before  them  under  the  tree,  and  they  did  eat." 

Here  are  three  spirits,  the  Lord  and  two  angels.  They  had  form,  length,  breadth, 
and  thickness.  Friends,  how  could  Abraham  wash  the  feet  of  three  immaterial 
beings  ?  would  it  be  immaterial  water  ?  I  do  not  know  how  he  could  handle  it  if  it 
were.  Now  this  appears  rather  strange,  but  it  is  true  though  strange.  The  Bible 
says  so.  But  my  opponent  may  tell  you  that  it  does  not  mean  so,  what  would  he 
have  the  Bible  to  say  then,  for  it  is  a  plain  history  I  have  been  reading  to  you  ?  If 
the  Lord  and  these  two  angels  were  immaterial,  this  cu-cumstance  could  not  have 
occiurred.  If  God  have  no  properties  in  common  with  man,  how  could  this  have  hap- 
pened ?  After  they  had  been  entertained  by  Abraham,  the  two  angels  leave  the  Lord 
and  go  down  to  Sodom,  see  Genesis  xix,  23,  "And  he  said  behold,  now  my 
lords  turn  in  I  pray  you,  into  your  servant's  house,  and  tarry  all  night,  and  wash 
your  feet,  and  you  shall  rise  up  early,  and  go  on  your  ways,  and  they  said  nay,  but  we 
will  abide  in  the  street  all  night,  and  he  pressed  upon  them  greatly,  and  they  turned 
an  unto  him,  and  entered  into  his  house,  and  he  made  them  a  feast,  and  did  bake 
unleavened  bread,  and  they  did  eat."  Think,  my  friends,  of  two  immaterial  beings 
eating.  In  the  20th  and  21st  v,  of  the  18th  chap.,  it  is  said,  "  And  the  Lord  said, 
because  the  cry  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrha  is  great,  and  because  their  sin  is  very  griev- 
ous. I  will  go  down  now  and  see  whether  they  have  done  altogether  according  to 
the  cry  of  it,  which  is  come  unto  me  and  if  not  I  wiU  know."  There  the  Lord  was  on 
earth  already,  but  h»  was  not  yet  in  Sodom,  but  it  appears  the  cry  came  to  him  of 
their  wickedness,  and  he  came  down  to  see  if  it  was  according  to  the  cry  of  it.  Now 
there  would  be  no  need  for  God  to  declare  that  he  had  come  down  to  Sodom  to  see 
something  if  he  were  there  already.  Then  in  the  last  verse  it  is  said,  "  And  the  Lord 
went  his  way,  and  Abraham  retiurned  unto  his  place.  Now  it  must  have  taken  the 
Lord  time  to  go  from  one  place  to  the  other,  or  there  is  no  meaning  in  the  Bible. 
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Mr.  Woodman. — Mr.  Gibson  has  told  you  a  many  things,  and  amongst  the  rest, 
that  I  have  not  yet  told  you  what  the  properties  of  spirit  are.  (Mr.  Gibson  corrected 
him  here,  and  said  "immateriality."  Mr.  Woodman  made  answer  by  saying,  "well, 
what  is  spirit  but  immateriality.)  I  have  given  him  as  good  a  definition  of  spirit,  or 
immateriality  as  he  has  of  miitter.  He  has  laboured  hard  to  prove  that  God  is  not 
omnipresent,  and  has  assumed  that  God  can  be  the  object  of  the  sight  of  man  :  but 
the  scriptures  say,  "  no  man  hath  seen  God  at  any  time."  God  did  not  appear  in  his 
essential  character  to  Abraham,  but  through  a  medium.  No  man  hath  seen  God  at 
any  time ;  and  \\'here  it  is  said  that  Moses  saw  God,  he  did  not  see  God  himself,  but  the 
medium  through  which  God  spake  to  him.  It  is  said  in  Numbers,  xii.  8.,  "  With 
him  will  I  speak  mouth  to  mouth,  even  apparently,  and  not  in  dark  speeches,  and  the 
similitude  of  the  Lord  shall  he  behold :  wherefore  then  were  ye  not  afraid  to  speak 
against  my  servant  Moses."  From  this  we  learn  that  what  Moses  saw,  was  the  simili- 
tude of  God.  Look  at  Acts,  vii.  30.,  "And  when  forty  years  were  expired,  there 
appeared  to  him  (Moses)  in  the  wilderness  of  Mount  Sinai,  an  angel  of  the  Lord  in  a 
flame  of  fire,  in  a  bush."  In  the  32  verse,  this  angel  calls  himself  "  the  God  of  Abra- 
ham, of  Isaac,  and  of  Jacob."  According  to  other  parts  of  the  scriptures,  God  mani- 
fested himself  through  that  medium.  For  instance,  it  is  stated  that  after  he  had 
created  the  world,  he  needed  to  rest.  This  does  not  mean  that  God  was  fatigued ; 
but  that  he  had  finished  his  work,  he  had  done  with  it.  That  that  is  not  the  mean- 
ing of  the  scriptures  you  must  all  acknowledg'e,  or  you  must  believe  that  he  is  a 
mere  creature,  and  changes  like  mortals.  Pie  does  not  rest  from  the  labour  of  pre- 
serving the  world ;  this  certainly  occurs,  winter  and  summer  :  seed  time  and  harvest, 
continue  by  his  providence.  His  divine  work  in  the  redemption  of  the  world,  is  still 
going  on,  it  is  continual,  until  it  is  accomplished  in  every  christian.  God  is  not 
fatigued  like  men,  and  needeth  not  to  rest.  But  the  Lord  has  spoken  in  such  a  mannar 
that  such  minds  as  Mr.  Gibson's  might  understand. 

When  the  Lord  spoke  to  Abraham,  he  was  an  idolater,  and  Shadi  was  the  God  that 
he  worshipped,  and  was  fond  of,  which  you  will  iearn  in  the  24th  chapter  of  the  book 
of  Joshua.  So  that  when  God  appeared  to  him,  he  did  it  in  such  a  manner  as  to  ac- 
commodate himself  to  his  state  of  mind.  After  which  Moses  adopted  a  plan  to  get 
rid  of  his  images  which  he  had  formerly  worshiped.  The  Jews  will  tell  you  that 
Abraham  was  an  idolater.  From  what  has  been  said,  you  can  perceive  that  it 
was  necessary  for  God  to  speak  to  Abrahiam,  in  a  language  that  could  be  understood 
by  the  vei-y  lowest  perceptions.  So  we  cannot  admit  the  conclusions  which  Mr. 
Gibson  would  lead  us  to  this  evening,  from  the  passages  he  has  quoted.  God  cannot 
be  fatigued,  neither  hath  man  seen  God  at  any  time. 

In  answer  to  Mr.  Gibson's  arguments  against  the  omnipresence  of  God,  I  will  read 
Jeremiah,  xxiii,  24.,  "  Can  any  hide  himself  in  secret  places  that  I  shall  not  see 
him,  saith  the  Lord.  Do  not  I  fill  heaven  and  earth,  saith  the  Lord  ? "  Again, 
*'  Whither  can  I  go  from  thy  spirit.  If  I  ascend  up  into  heaven,  thou  art  there,  if  I 
descend  into  hell,  thou  art  there,  &c  ?"  Then  again  Jesus  Christ  says,  Mathew,  xviii., 
•20.,  "  For  where  two  or  three  are  gathered  together  in  my  name,  there  am  I  in  the 
midst  of  them."  Same  book,  28  chapter,  20  verse,  "  Teaching  them  to  observe  all 
tilings  whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you :  and  lo  I  am  with  you  alway,  even  unto  the 
end  of  the  world."  You  must  all  discover  that  these  quotations  are  very  pointed,  and 
prove  beyond  a  doubt  the  omnipresence  of  God. 

Then  to  help  out  his  arguments  against  the  omnipresence  of  God,  he  tells  us  we 
cannot  think  of  two  things  at  once.  Does  not  the  assassin  think  how  to  deceive  you, 
while  he  plunges  the  dagger  into  your  body  at  the  same  time  ? 

He  says  that  spirit  is  a  spiritual  matter.  You  and  I  do  know  of  a  sort  of  spiritual  mat- 
ter, they  keep  it  in  bottles;  a  great  many  worship  this  spirit,  and  sacrifice  their  time,  their 
money,  and  their  lives  at  its  shrine.  But  to  say  he  believes  in  spirits,  is  not  the  defi- 
nition we  require,  it  is  not  the  name  we  want.  Well,  it  is  spiritual  matter  he  tells  us, 
then  why  not  say  it  is  matter,  at  once  ?  God  is  not  matter.  God  is  the  source  of 
life,  inasmuch  as  he  is  life.  There  is  no  life  but  what  exists  in  him,  and  the  life  in 
all  space  comes  from  him, 

Mr.  Gibson. — As  this  is  the  last  time  I  am  to  speak  to-night,  I  will  merely  glance 
at  some  of  my  friend's  reasonings. 
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As  for  the  dagger,  and  the  man,  he  could  not  think  of  the  two  olijects  at  the  same 
time ;  for  no  matter  how  short  a  space  of  time  it  takes  for  the  thought  to  go  to  the 
dagger,  and  from  the  dagger  to  the  man,  it  must  take  a  time  for  the  mind  to  go  from 
one  to  the  other. 

He  says  God  always  appeared  through  the  medium  of  an  angel :  for  the  sake  of 
argument  I  Avill  give  way  to  that  declaration.  What  are  angels?  We  are  told  they 
are  spirits.  He  has  given  me  a  definition  of  immateriality :  he  says  spii'it  is  imma- 
teriality— then  angels  must  be  immaterial  beings  !  We  read  of  an  angel  coming  and 
wrestUng  with  Jacob ;  of  three  going  to  Abraham,  and  eating  of  Abraham's  calf, 
of  his  bread,  and  butter,  and  milk  ;  which,  according  to  his  own  definition,  were  all 
immaterial.  If  these  spiritual  beings  could  eat,  and  drink,  and  walk,  and  talk,  and 
yet  be  immaterial,  we  can  find  out  how  far  his  doctrine  of  immateriality  is  worthy 
of  credit. 

In  trying  to  prove  the  omnipresence  of  God,  he  quoted  a  passage  from  the  Psalms 
— "  If  I  ascend  up  into  heaven,  thou  art  there,  &c."  I  vi'ould  remark',  in  the  first 
place,  he  must  be  extended,  or  he  could  not  have  reached  from  heaven  to  hell ;  and 
this  is  a  property  of  matter  which  he  possesses.  When  I  quoted  those  pas.'^ages  from 
the  Bible,  I  read  to  you  a  plain  matter  of  history,  not  to  be  read  and  understood  as 
you  would  read  and  understand  Bunyan's  "  Pilgrim's  Progress."  Let  us  loolc  again 
at  this  passage  in  the  Psalms — "  Whither  shall  I  go  from  thy  presence,  or  flee  from 
thy  spirit."  It  is  plain  that  it  is  the  spirit  of  God  that  is  everywhere  present,  and  not 
his  individual  person.  The  word  "  thy'"'  gives  us  to  understand  that  it  is  something 
that  proceeds  from  him  which  is  omnipresent,  and  not  himself;  thus  Jesus  Christ  in 
John's  Gospel,  speaking  of  the  comforter,  said,  he  would  send  it  to  them  from  the 
Father.  It  is  the  spirit  that  proceedeth  from  the  Father  that  was  in  them,  and  not 
the  Father  from  which  it  proceeds. 

We  see  the  sun  shining  in  the  heavens — it  has  a  form,  it  has  certain  dimensions, 
limitations,  and  extension  ;  but  the  hght  that  proceeds  from  it  cannot  with  propriety 
be  called  the  sun.  The  sun  is  in  the  heavens,  and  his  light  fills  space,  or,  if  you  ^\■ill, 
is  omnipresent,  to  a  certain  degree — it  is  universally  diffused:  so  with  God  and  the 
spirit  that  proceeds  from  him. 

He  has  not  yet  disproved  one  single  argument  that  I  have  advanced.  I  have  proved 
that  God  has  limits  and  extension,  and  consequently  must  have  a  relation  to  space, 
which  are  properties  common  to  all  matter.  lie  has  not  disproved  it.  I  have  proved 
that  God  has  passions— that  he  loves,  that  he  hates,  that  he  is  angry,  jealous.  Sec. 
Has  he  proved  that  God  has  no  passions  ?  No :  for  if  this  be  true,  he  cannot  love  us 
when  we  do  good,  nor  hate  us  when  we  do  evil.  God  is  a  being  possessed  of  infinite 
love  and  truth.  In  his  person  he  cannot  be  in  two  places  at  one  time :  but  the  spirit 
that  proceedeth  from  him  is  everywhere  present,  like  the  rays  of  the  sun  so  universally 
difi'used.  I  deny  that  God  or  angels  are  immaterial,  for  they  ate,  drank,  talked, 
walked,  wrestled,  &c  ,  so  what  has  become  of  his  immaterial  God — it  is  nonsense. 
God  is  a  personal  being,  and  made  man  in  his  own  image,  and  likeness.  He  is 
enthroned  in  yonder  heavens,  in  the  midst  of  light  and  glory,  whore  he  govern.s  his 
dominions,  and  appoints  whom  he  will  to  act  for  him  in  any  department  of  his  govern- 
ment. He  said  to  Moses — "  See  I  have  made  thee  a  God  to  Pharaoh."  God  placed 
Moses  there  to  act  for  him.  I  have  stood  before  you  to-night  with  strange  feelings, 
being  a  stranger  in  your  m.idst,  and  being  here  to  advocate  unpopular  doctrines  :  but  I 
■will  leave  you  to  judge  if  I  have  nut  quoted  chapter  and  verse  for  what  I  hiive  advanced. 
Has  my  opponent  dune  so  ?  Xo :  he  has  said  many  things  without  quoting  chapter 
and  verse  to  substantiate  them,  and  I  deny  that  he  quoted  some  passages  correctly. 
Pie  has  not  done  according  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  bill.  The  doctrme  laid  down 
by  the  Latter-day  Saints  is,  that  God  is  a  spirit,  having  a  shape  and  form,  and  having 
a  relation,  to  space  and  duration.  I  would  ask  my  friend  if  his  existence  from  last 
year  to  this  present  time  does  not  give  him  a  relation  to  duration?  God  exists  from 
eternitv  to  eternity ;  then  he  must  have  a  relation  to  duration,  to  space,  to  extension 
and  limitations  ;  then  it  is  plain  that  God  kis  some  properties  of  matter  in  common 
with  all  other  matter,  although  spiritual  matter  has  many  properties  of  a  superior 
kind,  such  as  thought,  love,  joy.  Sec.  My  prayer  is  that  all  present  may  be  blessed 
and  saved  through  the  Truth, /or  il  alone  shall  stand  fur  ever.— Amen. 
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Second  Night,  October  31st,  1850. 

Subject  :  The  Oodhead :  Are  the  Father  and  the  Son  two  distinct  and  separate 
persons,  as  much  so  as  any  Father  and  Son  on  earth  f 

Mr.  Gibson  the  Affirmative — Mr.  Woodman  the  Negative. 

Mr.  Gibson. — Friends  :  I  feel  happy  to-night  to  have  another  opportunity  of  pre- 
senting before  you  what  I  believe  to  be  truth.  In  speaking  to  you  this  evening,  I 
shall  endeavour  to  speak  so  that  the  simplest  capacity  may  understand  me.  I  vi^ant 
the  pviblic  to  understand  what  we  believe,  and  my  object  is  to  make  it  as  plain  as  my 
abiUties  will  allow  me ;  it  is  for  this  purpose  I  am  here  to  night,  and  not  for  the  love 
of  victory.  To-night  I  will  endeavour  to  lay  before  you  our  views  on  the  subject  in 
hand,  and  shall  prove  them  by  the  word  of  God ;  and  it  is  for  my  opponent  to  dis- 
prove them  if  he  can.  It  is  for  him  to  lay  down  his  views,  and  prove  them  in  any 
way  that  will  produce  that  effect  upon  your  minds.  I  will  read  a  short  extract  from 
a  work  published  by  the  society  to  which  he  belongs,  entitled  "  Why  did  Jesus  Christ 
pray  to  the  Father  ?"  (3  page.)  "  What  the  society,  whose  sentiments  are  advocated 
in  this  tract,  think  of  the  God  they  worship,  will  be  made  plain  by  the  description 
here  given ;  for  it  is  here  declared  that  when  engaged  in  worship  they  think  of  a  divine 
and  infinite  man,  of  whom  a  human  and  finite  man  is  a  likeness ;  the  "  Father  "  being 
the  soul,  and  "  the  Son"  the  body  of  that  Divine  Man,  who  is  named  Jesus  Christ, 
and  the  operation  thence  proceeding  being  the  Holy  Spirit. 

I  find  that  Swedenborg,  in  "  The  True  Christian  Religion,"  paragraph  172,  declares 
something  of  the  same  kind.  When  endeavom-ing  to  show  the  error  of  Trinita- 
rians, he  says,  "  If  the  divinity  of  the  Father  had  been  considered  as  the  soul  of  man, 
the  Divine  humanity  as  the  body  of  that  soul,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  as  the  operation 
proceeding  from  both ;  in  this  case  three  Essences  are  understood  as  belonging  to 
one  and  the  same  person,  and  therefore  as  constituting  together  one  single  individual 
essence." 

As  ]\Ir.  Woodman  has  no  objections  to  my  putting  questions,  I  will  put  one  now. 
I  have  read  from  these  works  the  views  of  the  New  Jerusalem  Church,  that  the  Fa- 
ther is  the  soul,  and  the  Son  is  the  body,  &c.  ;  I  want  to  know  of  Mi\  Woodman  Lf 
this  be  correct  ?  is  the  soul  of  Jesus  Christ  considered  to  be  the  Father,  and  the  body 
the  Son,  and  the  operation  of  this  soul  and  body  to  be  the  Holy  Ghost  ? 

Mr.   Woodman. — In  a  general  way. 

Mr.  Gibson. — That,  then,  is  the  view  which  my  opponent  and  the  New  Jerusa- 
lem Church  take  of  the  Godhead.  The  Latter-day  Saints  believe  that  the  Father  is 
distinct  from  the  Son,  and  the  Son  from  the  Father,  as  much  so  as  any  father  and 
son  on  earth. 

My  friends,  allow  me  for  a  few  moments  to  advert  to  where  I  left  off  on  the  last 
evening's  discussion.  I  proved  that  God  must  have  a  form.  That  a  being  without 
a  form  must  also  be  without  limitation ;  and  that  anything  which  is  infinitely 
extended  cannot  have  a  form.  God  is  a  personal  being,  which  Mr  Woodman  has 
admitted,  and  must  therefore  have  form  and  hmits,  and  cannot  be  everywhere  pre- 
sent, nor  be  in  two  places  at  the  same  time,  in  person.  But  he  is  evpry where  present 
by  his  power ;  in  heaven,  on  earth,  and  in  hell.  That  power  is  felt  throughout  all 
the  vast  dominions  of  the  great  Creator.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  his  personal  pre- 
sence should  be  everywhere  to  effect  this ;  indeed  it  is  impossible  for  a  personal  being 
to  fill  all  space,  or  occupy  two  places  at  the  same  time.  I  will  try  to  show  you  by 
analogy  how  God  is  evei-ywhere  present  by  his  power.  Queen  Victoria,  for  instance, 
cannot  be  in  two  places  at  one  time  ;  yet,  if  you  will  allow  me  the  expression,  by  her 
power  she  is  omnipresent  over  all  her  dominions.  The  queen  cannot  be  in  London 
and  Bolton  at  the  same  time,  but  her  power  is  felt  here  as  well  as  in  the  metropoHs. 
How  comes  this  about  ?  Her  laws  extend  to  all  her  subjects,  and  she  therefore  issues 
commands  to  certain  individuals  whom  she  invests  with  authority  to  enforce  them 
throughout  her  government.     Suppose  a  man  in  Bolton  should  break  her  laws,  her 
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power  would  reach  him  here,  although  she  herself  were  in  the  capital ;  why  ?  because 
she  has  men  appointed  to  act  for  her,  who  act  in  her  name,  and  by  her  authority ; 
and  this  power  is"  everywhere  throughout  her  dominions.  By  this  principle,  she  can 
be  in  London,  and  in  her  colonies  at  the  same  time  ;  for  there  also  she  has  certain 
men  appointed  who  are  clothed  with  her  authority  and  power  to  act  in  her  name. 
^Notwithstanding  that,  there  are  lords,  many,  and  magistrates,  many,  and  governors, 
many,  yet  to  us  there  is  only  one  queen.  She  sends  her  ambassadors  to  a  foreign  court 
to  transact  business  for  his  sovereign,  and  honour  put  upon  him  by  those  to  whom  he 
is  sent  is  received  by  the  queen  as  though  it  were  done  to  herself ;  on  the  other  hand, 
any  dishonour  shown  to  him  is  felt  as  such  by  his  sovereign.  Now  in  this  way  does 
the  great  God  rule  in  the  heavens  ;  he  being  a  personal  being  cannot  be  in  two  dis- 
tinct places  at  the  same  time,  but  by  his  power  he  is  evei'y where  present ;  wherever 
his  dominions  extend  there  his  power  is  felt ;  wheresoever  we  find  his  authorised  mi- 
nisters fulfilling  his  high  behests,  God  is  there.  We  find  in  the  scriptures,  that  in 
ancient  days  angels  were  sent  from  his  presence,  and  they  had  the  name  of  God  upon 
them.  The  person  that  appeared  to  Abraham  was  not  an  angel  of  the  Lord,  but 
God  Almighty.  But  oftentimes  the  angel  of  the  Lord  came,  and  acting  for 
God,  calls  himself  God  to  those  to  whom  he  was  sent.  This  Mr.  Woodman 
acknowledged  the  first  night  of  the  debate.  Let  us  look  at  it  for  a  moment : 
I  will  produce  a  passage  from  the  Bible  to  prove  this  position ;  see  Exodus  twen- 
third  chapter,  twentieth  and  twenty-fourth  verses  ;  "  Behold  I  send  an  angel  before 
thee,  to  keep  thee  in  the  way,  and  bring  thee  into  the  place  which  I  have  prepared.** 
Beware  of  him,  and  obey  his  voice,  provoke  him  not,  for  he  -will  not  pardon  your 
transgressions  :  for  my  name  is  in  him."  Here  then  the  name  of  God  was  put  upon 
an  angel,  becuse  he  was  an  ambassador  of  God,  sent  from  heaven  to  earth,  to  act  for 
his  great  master,  and  those  whosoever  rejected  him  rejected  Him  that  sent  him.  He 
had  power  to  pardon  their  transgressions,  or  otherwise,  because  he  came  in  God's 
name  ;  or  in  other  words,  in  God's  stead,  therefore  it  is  said,  provoke  him  not,  &c». 
This  is  one  instance  then,  which  proves  that  God  sends  messengers  from  heaven  to 
communicate  his  will  to  man  on  earth.  Then  God,  in  his  individual  presence,  is  not 
•everj'where,  but  sends  others  to  administer  in  his  name.  In  this  way  we  must  under- 
stand those  words  in  the  139  Psalm,  "  If  I  ascend  up  into  heaven,  thou  art  there,  8ic." 
My  opponent  has  already  quoted  this  scripture.  Jehovah  in  another  place  is  called  "the 
God  of  gods;"  now  we  know  that  he  is  not  the  God  of  graven  images,  but  of  those  whom 
he  has  sent  to  administer  his  laws  in  his  name.  It  is  said  in  the  book  of  Exodus,  iv. 
16.,  "  And  he  shall  be  thy  spokesman  unto  the  people  :  and  he  shall  be,  even  he  shall  b« 
to  thee  instead  of  a  mouth,  and  thou  shalt  be  to  him  instead  of  God."  Here  then  is 
Moses  made  God  to  Aaron,  and  to  those  to  whom  he  was  sent,  although  he  was  not  to  b<# 
worshipped ;  they  worshipped  only  one  God,  and  that  was  God  the  Father.  Moses  was 
not  to  be  worshipped,  but  stood  as  the  ambassador  of  the  gi-eat  Creator  of  heaven  and 
earth,  and  hence  he  became  God  to  those  to  whom  the  God  of  heaven  sent  him.  Again 
in  the  17  chapter  of  Exodus,  1  verse,  it  is  said,  "  And  the  Lord  said  unto  Moses,  see, 
I  have  made  thee  God  to  Pharaoh,  and  Aaron  thy  brother  shall  be  thy  prophet." 
Here  again  was  Moses  sent  to  another  portion  of  God's  dominions,  even  to  Pharaoh, 
king  of  Egypt,  to  whom  he  became  a  god ;  but  was  Moses  to  be  worshipped  by  Pharaoh  ? 
No;  but  he  had  to  obey  him,  or  the  consequence  of  his  disobedience  was  death. 
Those  who  received  Moses,  received  Him  that  sent  him,  and  those  who  rejected  him 
rejected  Him  that  sent  him.  He  was  sent  only  to  a  portion  of  Adam's  race,  and  re- 
ceived power  sufficient  to  accomplish  the  particular  work  he  was  sent  to  perform. 
The  mission  of  the  Son  of  God  was  to  all  the  hirnian  family,  which  required  the  power 
of  the  great  Creator  to  accomphsh  the  work  He  was  sent  to  do.  As  it  is  said  in 
Mathew,  xxviii.  18.,  "  And  Jesus  came  and  spake  unto  them,  saying,  all  power  is 
given  me  in  heaven,  and  in  earth.     Go  ye  therefore,  &c." 

Why  was  He  made  thus  Almighty  ?  It  was  because  he  had  an  almighty  work  to 
perform,  and  this  power  was  given  when  God  revealed  to  him  what  he  wanted  done, 
«o  that  he  might  carry  it  into  effect.  He  sent  him  to  overcome  the  works  of  the  devil, 
and  gave  him  power  accordingly ;  and  when  that  work  was  accomphshed,  the  Son 
Himself  becomes  subject  to  the  Father  who  gave  Him  that  power. — (See  first  Cor.  xv. 
24,  25.) "  Then  cometh  the  end,  when  He  shall  have  delivered  up  the  kingdom 
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to  God,  even  the  Father,  when  He  shall  have  put  down  all  rule,  and  all  authority,  and 
iiower  :  for  lie  must  reign  until  He  hut,h  put  all  enemies  under  His  feet." 

In  the  27th  and  28th  verses,  we  learn  that  the  Father  is  excepted  from  this  rule. 
It  is  said — "  But  when  He  saith  all  things  ai'e  jmt  under  Him,  it  is  manifest  that 
He  is  excepted  which  did  put  all  things  under  Ilim  :  and  when  all  things  sliall  be 
subdued  unto  Him,  then  shall  the  Son  also  himself  be  subject  unto  him,  that  put  all 
things  imder  him,  that  God  may  be  all  in  all."  Here,  then,  we  have  Jesus  sent  into 
the  world,  a  distinct  person  from  the  Father,  to  accomplish  u  work  which  the  Father 
gave  him  power  to  perform.  My  opponent  may  bring  a  number  of  passages  to  over- 
throw this  idea,  that  the  Father  and  the  Son  are  two  distinct  persons,  such  as — "  I  am 
God  and  there  is  none  else."  I  grant  that  a  number  of  passages  of  Scripture,  of  this 
description,  may  be  produced.  According  to  King  James's  translation  of  the  Scrip- 
tures, the  Je\'is  were  never  taught  to  worship  any  other  being  than  God,  the  Father, 
and,  at  the  same  time,  were  taught  to  look  Ibrward  to  the  coming  of  the  Messiah.  I 
admit,  the  common  version  reads,  as  I  have  said — •"  I  am  God,  and  there  is  none  else ;" 
but,  at  the  coming  of  Christ,  v.hat  then?  V/hy,  not  only  had  the  Jews  to  worship 
him,  but  saith  the  scriptures,  (Hch.  i,  6,)  when  he  bringeth  his  iirst-begotten  into  the 
world,  he  saith — '•  And  let  all  the  angels  of  God  worship  him."  Xow,  this  was  said 
■when  Christ  was  brought  into  this  ^^'orld.  We  do  not  find  in  the  Bible  that  he 
was  a  being  \\'hich  the  Father  commanded  to  he  worshipped  previous  to  his  incarna- 
tion ;  but  when  he  brought  his  frrst-begotten  into  the  world,  then  it  was  said — '•'  Let 
all  the  angels  of  God  worship  him."  And  in  John's  gospel  (v.  23)  it  is  said — 
"  The  Father  sent  liiui  into  the  world  that  all  men  should  honour  the  Son  even  as  they 
honour  the  Father  ;"  so  the  Son  must  be  worshipped,  e\en  as  the  Father  is  v/orslnpped, 
he  must  be  honoured  even  as  the  Father  is  honoured.  To  make  it  more  phiin  to  you 
(if  it  were  possible)  I  will  bring-  a  comparison  :  when  a  man  hires  a  number  of  ser- 
vants to  serve  him.  and  hisn  alone,  he  is  their  master,  and  there  is  none  else.  But 
suppose,  after  a  time,  his  son  is  entitled  and  em.pov.-ered  to  preside  over  them,  and  they 
are  commanded  to  obey  him  and  to  lionoui'  him  as  they  did  his  father,  then  I  ask  you 
would  not  the  son  be  equal  to  the  father  in  their  estimation  ?  but,  in  the  estimation  of 
the  son,  his  father  would  be  greater  than  he,  because  he  received  his  honour  from 
him  :  hence,  in  speaking  of  his  father,  he  v.'ould  say  as  Christ  said — "  My  Father  is 
greater  than  I." 

In  like  manner,  although  Christ  received  all  power  in  heaven  and  on  earth,  and  was- 
worshipped  as  God,  yet  he  did  this  honour  to  his  Father  by  saying — "  My  Father  is- 
greater  than  1."  So  it  is  plain,  if  we  may  rely  upon  the  present  version  of  the  scrip- 
tures, that,  notwithstanding  the  children  of  Israel,  under  the  old  dispensation,  were- 
commanded  to  worship  only  one  God,  they  could,  with  propriety,  add  something  to  it,, 
in  the  following  words — "  To  us  there  is  one  God,  even  the  Father,  and  one  Lord,, 
even  Jesus  Christ."  Then,  we  find  Christ  is  an  object  of  worship,  not  only  for  men, 
but  for  angels,  for  it  is  Vv'ritten,  "  and  let  all  the  angels  of  God  worship  him."  Now 
with  these  passages  I  wish  to  comparethe  belief  of  my  friend.  According  tothe  doctrine- 
of  the  New  Jerusalem  Church,  the  body  is  the  Son  and  the  Soul  is  the  Father,  so  it  must 
follow  that  the  Son  of  God  had  no  existence  before  he  was  born  of  Mary.  I  will 
read  paragraph  170  of  "  The  True  Christian  Religion." — "  Before  the  creation  of  the- 
world  there  was  no  such  Trinity,  but  it  was  provided  and  made  since  the  creation, 
when  God  was  manifest  in  the  flesh,  and  then  existed  in  the  Lord  God,  the  Redeemer 
and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ. 

Thus  we  see,  according  to  Swedenborg,  that  inasmuch  as  the  Son  is  the  body,  and 
the  Father  is  the  soul,  the  Son  could  not  exist  before  the  incarnation.  Let  us  see 
how  this  will  agree  with  the  following  passage  of  Scripture,  John  xvii.  5, 
"  And  now,  O  father,  glorify  thou  me  with  thine  ownseli  with  the  glory  which  I  had 
with  thee  before  the  world  was."  How  could  he  have  glory  with  the  Father  before  ; 
the  world  was,  if  the  doctrine  of  the  Xev/  Jerusalem  Church  be  true  ?  For  the  Son 
of  God  could  not  exist  before  he  was  born  in  this  world,  the  body  being  the  Son,  and 
the  soul  the  Father.  But  Jesus  himself  declares  that  he  was  v.'ith  the  Father  before 
the  world  was :  and,  again,  he  says  in  John  vi.  2,  "  What,  and  if  you  shall 
see  the  Son  of  Man  ascend  up  where  he  A^as  before."  According  to  the  doctrines  of 
the  New  Jerusalem  Chm'ch,  he  could  not  have  been  anywhere  before  he  came  into  this 
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world ;  but  if  Jesus  Christ's  testimony  is  true,  the  Son  of  God  existed  somewhere 
before  he  came  into  this  world.  See  John  xvii.  24,  "Father  I  will  that  they 
also  whom  thou  hast  given  me  be  with  me  where  I  am,  that  they  may  behold  mj 
glory,  which  thou  hast  given  me,  for  thou  lovedst  me  before  the  foundation  of  the 
world."  Now  if  there  is  any  meaning  in  the  Scriptures,  Jesus  must  have  existed  in 
spirit  before  he  came  into  this  world.  When  he  took  this  flesh  upon  him  he  veiled 
his  glory,  and  in  his  humiliation  his  judgment  was  taken  away,  but  he  received  it 
again  by  the  inspu-ation  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  If  then  we  are  to  beheve  the  word  ol 
God,  we  must  reject  the  doctrine  of  the  New  Jerusalem  Church. 

Mr.  Woodman. — You  have  received  from  Mr  Gibson  an  account  of  his  own 
views,  and  what  he  calls  the  doctrines  of  the  Bible.  He  has  also  tried  to  point  out 
the  views  of  the  New  Jerusalem  Church,  but  I  wish  to  give  an  account  of  my  own 
views.  How  far  he  is  correct  in  what  he  has  stated  as  to  what  the  New  Jerusalem 
Church  believes,  we  shall  see.  They  do  not  agree  with  him  in  stating  that  the  omni- 
presence of  God  is  no  more  than  that  of  Queen  Victoria.  Now  there  is  one  thing 
that  has  struck  me  very  forcibly,  both  in  the  investigations  given  to  these  subjects  by 
the  people  called  Latter-day  Saints,  and  likewise  from  the  definitions  given  of  the 
subjects  by  Mr.  Gibson,  that  they  have  no  idea  of  anythinq:  divine  ;  they  have  no  idea 
of  a  God :  you  have  all  heard  him  compare  God  with  Queen  Victoria,  and  he  cannot  tell 
you  wherein  God  is  distinguished  from  her.  That  such  is  the  case  it  is  clear  from 
what  is  stated  in  the  Millen.mal  Star,  a  publication  printed  by  the  Latter-day 
Saints.  In  the  number  for  Aug.  1,  1849,  it  is  there  said  that  man  is  as  Christ,  and 
Christ  is  as  God;  and  they  all  are  one,  by  which  I  understand  we  are  to  be 
considered  equal  to  Christ,  and  He  considered  equal  to  Jehovah.  Now, 
if  you  noticed  the  arguments  which  he  produced  concerning  God  last  Thurs- 
day evening,  you  must  have  discovered  that  he  made  him  out  to  be  no  more 
than  a  mere  creature,  who  is  obliged  to  eat  and  drink  to  support  himself,  to 
sustain  the  wear  of  his  body.  Now  the  substance  of  m.aterial  bodies  are 
continually  changing,  we  are  continually  throwing  off  the  worn  matter ;  if  God  has 
to  eat  to  support  his  body,  he  is  a  changing  creature  like  unto  man.  God  is  the  Creator 
of  this  matter,  he  is  the  Creator  of  all  matter ;  according  to  Mr.  Gibson's  ideas,  then, 
he  created  himself.  Concerning  this  suliject  of  eati -g,  I  would  just  call  your  atten- 
tion to  another  point  of  view  under  which  it  may  be  presented  to  you,  different  to 
Mr.  Gibson's  way.  When  he  brings  passages  forward  he  tells  you  he  is  reading  the 
word  of  <Mjil,  but  I  will  bring  some  argumeiits  from  the  word  of  God  upon  this  mat- 
ter that  will  expose  the  fallacy  of  Mr.  Gibson's  declarations. 

But  before  1  proceed  1  will  m;ike  one  more  observation,  and  that  is  thi"?,  all  who 
are  acquainted  with  the  different  ideas  tntertained  by  the  infidel  portion  of  the  comr- 
munity,  will  know  very  well  that  every  argument  bronght  forward  last  'I'hursday 
evening  were  infidel  arguinents.  That  all  the  argumenis  he  brought  forward  in  favour 
of  the  niatei-iality  of  <iod  are  used  by  every  infidel;  they  iire  the  same  that  Southwell 
used  when  engaged  in  a  discussion  with  my  friend  here  on  my  riaht.  He  did  not  use 
the  same  language,  but  the  idea  was  not  different  from  the  idea  Mr.  Gibson  has  pre- 
sented before  you.  Southwell  openly  avows  his  infidelity;  but  Mr.  < Gibson,  as  a 
Mormonite  Elder,  makes  differert  p'ort'ons  of  scripture  destroy  the  idea  of  (iod. 
With  regard  to  God's  eating,  if  _\ou  i  otice  those  pas.s;!ges  whtre  the  term  eating 
occurs,  you  will  see  it  in  a  different  point  of  view  than  that  he  has  presented  to  you. 
Let  us  read  a  quoalion  from  the  50. h  Psalm,  from  theGth  to  the  13th  Vv-rse— "  And 
the  heavens  shall  declare  his  righteousness;  for  t^od  is  judge  himself.  Hear  O  my 
people,  and  I  will  speak;  O  Israel,  and  1  w^ill  testify  against  thee.  I  am  iJod,  even 
thy  Gol.  I  will  not  reprove  thee  for  thy  sacrifices  or  ihy  bui-nt-offering-s  to  have 
been  continually  before  me.  I  will  take  no  bullock  out  of  thy  house,  nor  he-goats  out 
of  thv  folds.  For  every  beast  of  the  forest  is  mine,  and  the  cattle  upon  a  thousand 
hills."  1  know  all  the  fowls  of  the  moui.t.ins,  and  the  wild  beasts  of  the  field  are 
mine.  If  I  were  hungry,  I  wf  u'd  not  te'l  thee  ;  ibr  the  world  is  mine,  and  the  full- 
ness thereof  Will  I  eat  the  flesh  of  bulls  or  drink  the  blood  of  ti:o.its_?  Offer  unto 
God  thanksgiving,  and  pay  thy  vows  unto  the  Mo-st  High."  This  scripture  dojs  not 
bear  so  much  upon  it  as  some  others  do.  You  know  the  beautiful  passage  in  f\v  50th 
of  Isaiah,  1—"  Ho,  every  one  that  tlirsteh  come  ye  to  the  waters,  and  hi  tha    hath 
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no  money  come  ye  buy  and  eat ;  yea  come,  buy  wine  and  millc,  without  money  and 
without  price."  2.  "  Wherefore  do  ye  spend  money  for  that  Avhicli  is  not  bread,  and 
your  labour  for  that  which  satisfieth  not  ?  hearken  diligently  unto  me,  and  eat  ye 
that  which  is  good,  and  let  your  soul  delight  itself  in  fatness."  Then  again,  if  you 
turn  to  what  is  said  by  our  blessed  Lord  concerning  those  Avho  hunger  and  thirst  ■ 
after  righteousness,  you  Avill  see  that  the  hunger  spoken  of  in  the  scriptures  is  a  differ- 
ent sort  of  hunger  than  that  Mr.  Gibson  attributed  to  God,  where  he  is  represented 
as  refreshing  himself  by  eating  Abraham's  calf  and  bread.  Again,  see  what  the 
Lord  says  in  the  Revelations,  iii,  20 — "Behold  I  stand  at  the  door  and  knoclc,  if  any 
man  hear  my  voice,  and  open  the  door,  I  will  come  in  to  him,  and  will  sup  with  iiim,  and 
he  with  me."  What  door  is  that,  and  what  sort  of  a  supper  is  that,  I  •would  ask  you  ? 
Does  it  mean  a  literal  door,  and  a  literal  supper,  the  same  as  we  partake  of  previous 
to  our  going  to  bed?  Turn  again  to  John,  vi,  48 — "  I  am  that  bread  of  life.''  49 — 
"  Your  fathers  did  eat  manna  in  the  wilderness,  and  are  dead."  50 — "  This  is  the 
bread  which  cometh  down  from  heaven,  that  a  man  may  eat  thereof,  and  not  die." 
61 — '•'  I  am  the  living  bread  which  came  down  from  heaven  :  if  any  man  eat  of  this 
bread  he  shall  live  for  ever,  and  the  bread  that  I  will  give  is  my  liesh,  wliieh  I  will 
give  for  the  life  of  the  world."  57 — "  As  the  living  Father  hath  sent  m.e,  and  I  live 
by  the  Father  :  so  he  that  eatelh  me,  even  he  shall  live  by  me."  58 — "  This  is  th?.t 
bread  which  came  do\vn  from  heaven,  not  as  your  fathers  did  eat  manna,  and  are 
dead  :  he  that  eateth  of  this  bread  shall  live  for  ever." 

The  Jews  seemed  to  have  the  same  literal  idea  as  my  friend  Mr.  Gibson  has,  for 
they  could  not  believe  that  the  Lord  could  give  them  his  flesh  to  eat,  and  they  mur- 
mured about  it ;  but  our  Lord  said  that  except  a  man  did  eat  of  his  flesh,  and  drink 
of  his  blood,  he  had  no  life  in  him  ;  and  he  that  eateth  him  shall  live  by  him.  Now 
this  is  not  that  sort  of  eating  that  Mr.  Gibson  would  persuade  you  to  believe  in. 

Again,  turn  to  the  same  Gospel  by  John,  iv,  31 — "  In  the  meanwhile  his  disciples 
prayed  him  saying.  Master,  eat."  32 — "  But  he  said  unto  them,  I  have  meat  to  eat 
that  ye  know  not  of."  The  disciples  had  the  same  sort  of  ideas  that  Mr.  Gibson  has 
about  eating,  but  they  were  deceived ;  for  Vv-hen  they  inquired  if  some  man  had 
brought  him  something  to  eat,  he  answered  and  said,  in  the  34th  verse — "My  nieat 
is  to  do  the  will  of  Him  that  sent  me,  and  to  finish  his  work."  So  we  see  that 
man  has  an  appetite  for  something  else  besides  the  bread  that  perisheth.  But  Mr. 
Gibson  has  no  idea  of  this  sort — he"' can  argue  about  no  meat  but  the  meat  that 
perisheth. 

The  disciples  themselves  did  not  understand  that  the  food  he  referred  to  was  his 
love  to  the  human  race  ;  v.'hen  he  cried  upon  the  cross,  "  I  thirst,"  it  Vv-as  the  intense 
thirst  of  love  he  had  for  mankind, — for  the  redemption  of  the  human  race,  and  that 
is  the  sense  in  which  eating  is  applied  to  God-;  it  signifies  his  intense  love  to  man, 
and  his  desire  of  conjunction  with  him.     The  eating  Avith  Abraham  may  serve  as  a 
general  type  representing  the  love  of  God  to  all  the  faithful  seed;  but  the  argument* 
brought  forward  upon  this  point  by  my  opponent  are  only  calculated  to  make  it  appear 
that  God  is  a  mere  creature  like  Queen  Victoria,  or  some  other  creature  of  time.     The 
ancients  attached  the  same  idea  I  have  been  pointing  out  to  you,  to  their  meat-ofter- 
ings,  and'  to  their  drink- oflterings— (see  Levit.  xxi.  6.) — "They  shall  be  holy  unto 
their  God,  and  not  profane  the  name  of  their  God  ;  for  the  offering  of  the  Lord  made 
by  fire,  and  the  bread  of  their  God  they  do  offer  :  therefore,  they  shall  be  holy."     We 
learn  from  this  passage  that  the  sacrifice  is  called  by  one  name,  "  the  bread  of  God,, 
which  vs'as  ofi:ered  up  as  a  similitude  of  the  Saviour.     Now  the  idea  of  God  and 
angels  eating  originated  in  the  perception  of  man,  but  it  was  intended  to  present  be- 
fore man  the  intense  love  of  God  for  the  human  race.     The  same  is  signified  by  his 
hungering,  and  likewise  by  the  sacrifices  being  called  the  bread  of  God,  for  there  was 
no  other  mode  in  which  men  could  be  brought  in  conjunction  with  God.     Similar 
terms  are  used   of  our  worship  of  God  under  the  gospel  dispensation. -^(See  Phil, 
iv.  18.) — "But  I  have  all,  and  abound;  I  am  full,  having  received  from  Epaphro- 
ditus  things  which  were  sent  from  you:  an  odour  of  sweet  smell,  and  a  sacrifice  ac- 
ceptable, well  pleasing  to  God."     Now,  we  showed,  on  a  former  occasion,  tliat  Abra- 
ham was   an  idolater ;  consequently,  when  it  was  necessary,  and  according  to  his 
idolatrous  notion,  it  was  so  I'equired  that  the  angels  came  and  partook  of  his  calf  and 
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bread  :  bu*  these  angels  were  only  mediums  through  which  God  manifested  himself  to 
Abraham  ;  it  was  in  order  that  this  important  fact  might  be  presented  in  scripture, 
they  accommodated  themselves  to  the  sight  of  Abraham.  But  Mr.  Gilwon  wants  to 
know  how  the  calf  was  disposed  of,  for  he  thinks  God  must  have  somewhere  to  put  it. 
The  Lord,  when  he  was  upon  the  earth,  fed  thousands  of  people  ^^ith  a  few  loaves 
and  fishes ;  you  are  well  acquainted  with  these  miracles.  This  was  caused  by  trans- 
mutation, so  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  going  to  the  su[  position  that  God  re- 
quires any  assistance  in  the  way  of  food,  because  we  may  see  the  hunger  of  (}od  is 
divine  love  for  the  human  race.  There  was  a  number  of  passages  produced,  and  ar- 
guments laid  down,  on  the  last  occasion,  provin^j^  that  God,  in  his  naked,  divine 
character,  never  was  seen.  Mr.  Gibson  has  denied  this  ;  he  denied  it  flatly;  he  said 
man  had  seen  God;  if  he  denies  it  again  we  will  leave  him  and  the  Bible  to  settle  the 
matter. — (See  John,  i.  18.) — "  Xo  man  hath  seen  Gcd  at  any  time;  the  only- 
begotten  Son,  which  is  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father,  he  hath  declared  him."  There 
can  be  nothing-  plainer  than  that ;  who,  in  the  face  of  that,  dare  say  that  any  man  hath 
seen  God  ?  When  God  manifested  himself  to  Z'lloses,  it  M-as  through  the  medium  of 
an  angel,  as  we  read  in  the  Acts,  vii,  31.  "And  when  Moses  saw  it,  he  won- 
dered at  the  sight,  and,  as  he  drew  near  to  behold  it,  the  voice  of  the  Lord  came  unto 
him  (v.  32),  saying,  I  am  the  (jod  of  thy  fathers,  the  God  of  Abraham,"  &c.  Fur- 
ther on,  it  says,  "  then  said  the  Lord  unto  him,"  but  still  it  was  the  angel  of  the  Lord 
that  addressed  him,  saying,  "  put  oft'  thy  shoes  from  thy  feet :  lor  theplace  where  thou 
standestis  holy  groimd."  And,  then,  in  v.  38,  it  is  said  of  JMo.ses — "'This  is  he  that 
was  in  the  church  in  the  wilderness,  with  the  angfl  Vvhich  spake  to  him  in  the  mount 
Sinai,  and  with  our  fathers  :  who  received  the  livdy  oracles  to  give  vmto  us."  This 
was  an  angel  that  spake  in  the  bush  at  the  time  Moses  had  his  call  to  lead  the  children 
of  Israel  out  of  Egypt,  and  not  God.  The  Apostle  Paul  says,  in  First  Tim.  vi. 
10^"  Who  only  hath  immortality,  dwelling  in  the  light  Avhich  no  man  can  approach 
unto  :  whom  no  man  hath  seen,  nor  can  see:  to  v,'hom  be  honour  and  power  everlast- 
ing. Amen."  Now,  from  this  passage  also,  we  learn  that  no  man  hath  seen  him  nor 
can  see  him.  Xow,  really,  I  shall  not  depart  from  this  position  to  night ;  but  1  think 
no  more  need  be  said  by  my  opponent  upon  that  subject.  God  is  not  like  Queen 
Victoria  :  he  is  a  more  essential  life,  a  more  essential  activity.  She  may  have  an  au- 
thority, for  the  sake  oi  order,  placed  in  Canada,  and  in  other  parts  of  her  dominion.«, 
by  the  general  concurrence  of  the  nation,  in  that  sense.  Queen  Victoria  is  everywhere 
acknowledged  throughout  her  dominions  :  but  I  cannot  entertain  the  same  idea  of  the 
essential  activity  of  the  divine  nature ;  it  is  not  only  in  Canada,  not  only  in  London 
and  in  Bolton,  but  it  fills  the  vast  universe ;  unnumbered  worlds  are  sustained  and 
surrounded  by  his  activity.  To  whom  shall  we  liken  (Jod? — not  to  Queen  Victoria. 
I  am  sure  the  good  sense  of  this  congregation  can  never  entertain  such  a  doctrine  as 
that.  Such  is  the  activity  of  the  sun,  that  were  it  not  for  certain  causes  we  should 
all  be  destroyed ;  but  it  is  not  that  destructive  in  its  recreative  influences ;  we  shall 
very  socn  have  winter,  and  then  spring  in  its  time :  now,  these  eft'ects  are  produced  by 
his  rays  being  brought  to  us  through  a  proper  medium,  and  so  the  activity  of  God 
never  approaches  man  except  through  a  medium. 

Mr.  Gibson. — My  friends,  I  am  not  going  to  suffer  Mr.  Woodman  to  wander 
away  from  the  point  to  night,  and  lead  me  to  what  was  the  subject  of  discussion  last 
evening,  but  in  courtesy  to  you  I  will  notice  a  few  things.  In  the  first  place  be 
charged  me  with  making  God  like  Queen  Victoria.  He  says  something  like  this, 
'•that  1  make  the  omnipresence  of  God  no  better  than  that  of  Queen  Victoria."  I 
simply  showed  that  as  the  Queen  in  her  personal  being  could  not  be  everywhere  pre- 
sent, she  was  so  by  her  power  and  rules  of  government ;  which  I  used  as  a  compari- 
son to  show  how  God  is  everywhere  present  in  all  his  vast  dominions.  So  that,  in- 
stead of  making  God  like  Queen  Victoria,  I  merely  used  her  as  a  figure  to  make  the 
subject  plain  to  the  simplest  capacity.  He  has  charged  me  with  using  infidel  argu- 
ments ;  in  answer  to  which  1  say,  give  me  truth,  whether  it  belong  to  heaven,  to 
earth,  or  to  hell ;  whether  it  be  spoken  by  God,  by  angels,  by  man,  or  by  the  deiil; 
truth  cannot  be  sullied.  It  was  as  great  a  truth  A\hen  the  devil  declared  Jesus  Christ 
to  be  the  Son  of  God,  as  when  his  Father  declared  it.  If  infidels  have  truth  it  is  as 
good  in  argument,  as  though  it  were  possessed  and  spoken  by  an  angel  of  God. 
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Truth  is  truth,  where  ere  'tis  found, 
On  Christian  or  on  heathen  ground. 
But  we  shall  see  whether  Mr.  Gibson  or  Mr.  Woodman  is  the  infidel.  Every  man  is 
an  infidel  who  does  not  believe  the  Bible,  according  to  Christian  notions  of  infidelity. 
I  have  read  from  this  book  (the  Bible)  what  happened  in  days  of  old.  I  have  not 
been  quoting  metaphors ;  I  was  not  reading  prophecy,  but  plain  historical  facts.  This 
book  declares  that  the  Lord  and  two  angels  made  Abraham  a  visit ;  that  he  killed  a 
calf,  and  dressed  it,  and  took  the  calf  and  cakes,  and  butter,  and  milk,  and  set  it  be- 
fore them,  and  they  did  eat.  [A  gentleman  from  the  body  of  the  hall  called  out  for 
the  passage:  Mr.  Gribson  read  it,  Genesis  xviii.  1 — 8.]  Now,  ray  friends,  the  Bible 
says  that  they  did  eat ;  Mr.  Woodman  says  they  did  not  eat.  Now  I  shall  leave  you 
to  judge  which  of  us  is  the  infidel.  The  gentleman  spoke  about  it  being  done  by 
transmutation,  that  is,  they  only  appeared  to  eat ;  but  did  not  in  reality  eat  ?  then  must 
we  believe  that  God  came  down  to  make  Abraham  believe  he  was  doing  a  thing 
"which  in  reality  he  was  not  doing  ?  if  so,  God  came  to  deceive  Abraham,  and  make 
hira  believe  a  lie,  and  made  Moses  write  the  lie  and  hand  it  down  to  us.  It  is  a  plain 
matter  of  history,  and  must  be  understood  as  it  reads,  the  same  as  any  other  history. 
He  has  referred  to  the  words  of  Christ,  Avhere  he  told  his  disciples  he  had  meat  to  eat 
the  world  knew  not  of ;  this  he  brought  among  many  other  passages  to  prove  that 
the  eating  spoken  of  in  the  Bible  means  the  intense  love  of  God :  Now  I  do  not  un- 
derstand the  Bible  so.  What  will  Mr.  Woodman  do  with  this  historical  fact,  recorded 
in  the  last  chapter  of  Luke  verse  40 :  "  And  when  he  had  thus  spoken  he  showed 
them  his  hands,  and  his  feet  ?"  Verse  41 — 43,  "  And  while  they  yet  believed  not  for 
ioy  and  wondered,  he  said  unto  them,  have  ye  any  meat  ?  And  they  gave  him  a  piece 
of  a  broiled  fish,  and  an  honeycomb  :  and  he  took  it  and  did  eat  before  them." 
Now  this  happened  after  the  resurrection  ;  here  we  have  a  plain  matter  of  history,  in- 
forming us  of  an  immortal  being  eating  a  piece  of  mortal  fish,  and  honeycomb.  Per- 
haps my  opponent  may  say  this  was  done  by  transmutation,  or  that  it  was  immaterial 
fish  and  honeycomb  which  the  Lord  eat.  Now  Jesus  Christ  did  this  in  order  to  prove 
to  his  disciples  that  he  had  a  material  body ;  for,  mark  you,  he  took  it  and  did  eat 
before  them.  He  also  said  in  the  39th  verse  of  the  same  chapter,  "  Behold  my  hands 
and  my  feet,  that  it  is  I  myself;  handle  me  and  see,  for  a  spirit  hath  not  flesh  and 
bones,  as  ye  see  me  have."  n 

After  thus  fortifying  the  position  that  God  is  a  material  being,  and  made  visits  to 
earth  in  person,  and  eat  material  food,  I  will  bring  my  friend  to  the  subject  of  this 
night's  discussion.  He  has  not  yet  attempted  to  disprove  the  first  thing  I  laid  before 
you  in  the  first  half  hour  I  spoke  to  you.  I  showed  you  that  the  Eterna  IFather  has  a 
personal  form ;  (this  Mr.  Woodman  acknowledges  himself)  that  therefore  he  could 
not  be  in  two  distinct  places  at  the  same  time  I  did  not  say  he  was  like  Queen  Vic- 
toria in  the  extent  and  degree  of  his  power  and  glory,  for  he  upholdeth  all  things  by 
his  wisdom  and  power ;  but  that  as  a  personal  being  he  could  not  occupy  two  places  at 
once  any  more  than  she,  and  therefore  appointed  others  to  act  for  him  in  the  distant 
portions  of  his  dominions.  Mr.  Woodman  has  told  us  that  God  spoke  and  commu- 
nicated his  will  through  the  medium  of  angels.  This  is  what  I  have  been  provuig.  I 
have  been  showing  that  God  set  certain  beings  to  accomplish  his  purposes  at  sundry 
times,  and  endowed  them  with  power  accordingly,  and  they  then  acted  as  God  to  the 
people.  I  showed  that  Jesus  Christ  the  Son  of  God  came  into  this  world  to  do  a 
work  which  required  him  to  have  Almighty  power,  to  prepare  him  to  do  it.  For  all 
power  in  heaven  and  on  earth  was  given  to  him,  which  pre-supposes  that  he  had  it  not 
before  it  was  given  to  him ;  and  which  also  pre-supposes  that  there  was  another  being 
who  had  that  power  to  give  to  him  to  accomplish  this  purpose.  Then,  we  find,  after 
Christ  has  done  the  work,  he  is  to  deliver  up  the  kingdom  to  God  the  Father,  and  be 
subject  to  him.  I  asked  my  opponent  how  it  happened  that  if  the  body  of  Jesus 
Christ  be  the  Son,  and  the  soul  be  the  Father,  that  the  Son  could  be  in  existence  with 
the  Father  before  the  worlds  were ;  for  if  this  doctrine  of  ^Ii-.  Woodman's  be  true, 
the  Son  could  not  have  existed  until  he  was  born  of  the  flesh.  I  quoted  John's  Gos- 
pel xvii.  5.  Now  I  want  him  to  look  at  it  and  make  it  plain  to  us,  how  it  can  be 
that  he  could  be  with  the  Father  and  receive  glory  with  him  before  the  worlds  wese 
and  yet  at  the  same  time  the  doctrine  of  the  New  Jerusaleoi  Church  oe  true. 
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quoted  John  vi.  52,  where  Christ  spealis  of  ascending  up  where  he  was  before;  now 
it  was  not  the  Father  that  was  to  ascend,  but  the  Son  to  where  he  was  before ;  but 
according  to  Mr.  Woodman's  doctrine  it  was  both  the  Father  and  the  Son  that  had 
to  ascend.  Again,  when  he  came  into  this  world,  his  Father  and  he  were  considered 
two  distinct  personages  which  is  i^roved  in  Matthew  iii.  16, 17  ;  "  And  Jesus  when  be 
was  baptized  went  up  straightway  out  of  the  Avater ;  and  lo  the  heavens  were  opened 
unto  him,  and  he  saw  the  .Spirit  of  God  descending  like  a  dove,  and  lighting  upon  him." 
Verse  17,  "  And  lo  a  voice  from  heaven,  saying,  this  is  my  beloved  son,  in  whom  I  am 
well  ]pleased."  But  if  my  opponent's  docti-ine  be  true,  the  Father  was  then  within 
him ;  for  he  says,  the  soul  v/as  the  Father  and  the  body  the  .'^on.  But  here  are 
Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  the  Son  being  baptized  of  John  in  Jordan,  the  Holy  Ghost 
descending  like  a  dove,  and  the  Father  proclaiming  from  heaven,  "  this  is  my  beloved 
Son,  in  whom  I  am  well  pleased." 

Mr.  Woodman. — "When  I  last  sat  down,  I  was  speaking  upon  the  subject  of  God 
never  manifesting  himself  but  through  a  medium.  That  to  place  any  one  in  the  open 
presence  of  the  deitj',  would  be  like  a  man  being  placed  in  the  sun,  wh'ch  would  be  to 
him,  sudden  destruction.  That  the  rays  come  to  us  through  the  mediums,  because 
the  activity  is  so  great,  that  no  object  could  bear  up  against  it,  unless  it  were  modified. 
The  same  would  be  the  case  by  the  activity  of  the  Son  of  Righteousness.  He  conse- 
quently never  appeared  unto  man,  except  through  a  medium.  You  remember  the  pas- 
sages I  produced,  and  all  the  sopliistry,  and  flourish  in  the  world  can  never  upset  this 
set  of  passages,  or  knock  down  any  of  the  arguments  I  have  produced. 

He  tried  to  make  it  appear  to  you,  that  I  am  an  inlidel  from  the  manner  in  which  I 
explained  the  circumstance  of  the  Lord  eating.  Xow,  I  do  not  believe  the  Lord  de- 
ceived Abraham,  or  made  him  believe  a  lie,  but  I  believe  those  things  were  realities. 

The  divine  man  of  the  Lord  is  that  which  sustains  his  soul,  and  not  the  material 
flesh.  You  know  an  angel  is  a  finite  being,  and  consequently,  the  mediums  the  Lord 
took  upon  himself  were  finite  mediums,  in  his  mediums  of  angels  :  and  when  they  ceased 
to  be  sufnciently  efficacious,  then  he  manifestedhim.self  under  a  new  medium,  by  actually 
becoming  incarnate.  Look  at  Paul  to  the  Hebrews,  ii.  14.,  "  Forasmuch  then  as  the 
children  are  partakers  of  flesh  and  blood,  he  also  himself  hkewise  took  part  of  the 
same,  that  through  death  he  might  destroy  him  that  had  the  power  of  death,  that  is, 
the  devil." — Sixteenth  verse,  "  For  verily  he  took  not  on  him  the  nature  o/" angels, 
but  he  took  on  him  the  seed  of  Abraham."  You  will  observe  several  words  in  Italics; 
these  words  are  not  found  in  the  original,  and  of  course,  we  must  notice  this  distinc- 
tion. Before  the  incarnation,  he  took  upon  him  the  nature  of  angels  ;  hence  when 
we  read  of  the  angel  of  the  Lord,  he  is  called  the  angel  of  his  presence,  that  is  the 
angel  which  brought  the  Lord's  jjresence  to  man,  because  he  came  through  that  me- 
dium. It  was  then  at  the  incarnation  that  this  great  God  took  upon  him  the  seed  of 
Abraham,  and  came  into  the  world  by  actual  incarnation ;  hence  it  is  said  no  man 
hath  seen  God  at  any  time,  but  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father  hath  declared  him, 
or  as  some  render  it,  expounded  him,  and  others,  brought  him  forth  to  view.  Now 
then  Ml-.  Gibson  says  that  God  could  not  be  in  two  places  at  once;  I  settled  that  last 
time,  but  I  will  quote  another  passage  from  Jeremiah,  xxiii.  23.,  "Am  I  a  God  at 
hand,  saith  the  Lord,  and  not  a  God  afar  off  ?" — Twenty-fourth  verse,  "  Can  any  hide 
himself  in  secret  places,  that  I  shall  not  see  him  ?  saith  the  Loi-d  :  do  not  I  fill  heaven 
and  earth  ?  saith  the  Lord."  That  means  that  God  is  at  hand,  and  afar  off  at  the  sam.« 
time ;  I^Ir.  Gibson  may  call  it  a  metaphor,  if  he  pleases.  I  brought  another  passage, 
the  139  Psalm,  "  Whither  shall  I  flee  from  thy  spirit,  &c."  Now,  every  Christian  in 
this  assembly  will  bear  me  out  in  this,  that  if  he  wanders  through  all  the  parts  of  the 
earth,  God  is  present  with  him  ;  in  whatsoever  nation,  in  whatsoever  clime  his  lot  may 
be  cast,  God  is  with  him  there.  A  man  who  says  he  cannot  be  in  t\AO  places,  has  no 
idea  of  God. 

He  says,  a  being  having  a  personal  form,  could  not  be  in  two  places  at  once.  He 
admits  that  Jesus  Christ  had  a  personal  form.  Well,  we  will  read  John,  iii.  13., 
"And  no  man  hath  ascended  up  to  heaven  but  he  that  came  do^vn  from  heaven,  even 
the  son  of  man,  which  is  in  heaven,"  Our  Lord  said  that  to  Nicodemus ;  but  yen 
know  it  is  no  use  multiplying  passages,  one  or  two  is  as  good  as  a  thousand,  for  there  is 
no  getting  at  the  back  of  this  doctrine.     Then,  when  Jesus  Christ  came  into  the  world. 
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he  was  not  ruled  by  the  laws  of  distance,  but  he  came  out  of  the  immaterial  world 
into  the  material  world,  and  was  possessed  of  two  sets  of  senses,  those  of  the  body, 
and  tho.=e  of  the  soul.  John,  on  the  isle  of  Patmos,  had  a  new  set  of  senses  opened, 
by  which  all  the  wonders  recorded  in  the  revelations  were  revealed.  Where  the 
Latter-day  Saints  mistake  their  way  is,  they  do  not  see  the  senses  of  the  soul.  You 
remember  the  case  of  Elisha  and  his  servant,  when  they  were  surrovmded  by  armed 
men  ;  the  servant  said,  "alas!  master,  what  shall  we  do  ?  the  prophet  said,  "  they  that 
are  for  us,  are  more  than  they  that  are  a;)^ainst  us ;"  and  he  prayed  that  the  eyes  of 
the  young  man  should  be  opened.  The  Lord  opened  his  eyes,  and  he  savr  objects  he 
did  not  see  before :  but  they  did  not  come  from  a  distance,  they  were  objects  in  the 
mind;  that  world  is  near  to  us,  as  our  soul  is  to  the  body;  it  only  requires  the  senses 
of  the  soul  to  be  opened,  and  we  immediately  behold  the  objects  of  that  world.  So 
the  first  coniins:  of  Christ  was  not  a  coming  from  a  distance,  but  coming  out  of  that 
immaterial  world  into  the  material  world.  With  regard  to  the  Father  being  the  soul 
and  the  .Son  the  body;  I  will  look  at  that  by  and  by.  I  believe  that  that  which  was 
born  of  Mai-y,  is  the  Son  of  God.  I  believe  that  because  it  is  expressly  so  stated  in 
Luke  i  35.,  "  And  the  angel  answered  and  said  unto  her,  the  Holy  Ghost  shall  come 
upon  thee,  and  the  power  of  the  highest  shall  overshadow  thee  ;  therefore,  also  that 
holy  thing  which  shall  be  born  of  thee,  shall  be  called  the  Son  of  God."  This  is  the 
basis  upon  which  I  take  that  view,  because  it  is  expressly  so  declared  in  Luke,  but  we 
shall  have  more  to  say  aliout  that  in  our  next  speech. 

Jl/r.  GUiHon. — T'eloved  friends,!  do  not  kuowif  I  will  detain  you  long  this  time,  for  I 
shall  not  allow  Mr.  Woodman  to  lead  you  from  the  point  at  issue.  You  can  all  see  that 
he  has  not  touched  a  single  argument  laid  down  by  me  in  this  night's  discussion.  I 
will  mnke  one  remark  however.  He  talks  about  God  being  a  God  at  hand,  and  at 
the  same  time  a  God  afar  off.  Xow  he  admitted  in  the  last  night's  discussion,  and 
this  night  also,  that  he  believes  God  to  be  a  personal  being,  having  form,  and  conse- 
quently limits  and  extension.  Well  I  defy  him.  or  all  the  logicians  in  the  world  to  prove 
tiiat  one  distinct  personage  can  occupy  two  places  at  once,  or  to  show  how  it  can  be 
possiiile  for  a  thing  to  have  a  form,  and  at  the  same  time  be  infinitely  extended.  See- 
ing that  he  believes  God  to  possess  a  form  he  cannot  make  it  out  that  he  is  everywhere 
present.  I  have  already  laid  before  you  in  plain  and  simple  language  what  the  New 
Jerusalem  Church  believes.  In  the  II 4th  page  of  "  The  True  Christian  Religion," 
par.  92,  Swedenborg  says,  "  That  the  humanity  which  he  took  of  the  Virgin  JNIary 
is  actually  the  Son  of  God,  and  that  the  divine  Trinity,  God  the  Father,  the  Son,  and 
the  Holy  Ghost,  is  in  the  Lord."  That  is  their  faith.  I  will  not  enter  further  in  the 
things  he  has  laid  down,  but  I  will  jtist  refresh  his  memory.  I  asked  a  question 
directly  bearing  upon  the  subject  in  hand,  namely,  if  the  body  be  the  Son,  and  th« 
.soul  the  Father,  the  Son  could  not  exist  before  he  came  into  the  world,  how  then 
could  Jesus  say,  "Father  glorify  me  with  the  glory  I  had  with  thee  before  the  world's 
were?"  And  again  in  John  vi.  62,  "  What  if  ye  shall  see  the  Son  of  Man  ascend 
up  to  where  he  was  before?"  And  in  Matthew  iii.  10,  There  Jesus  Christ 
body  and  soul  %vent  down  to  the  waters,  and  was  baptized  of  John  in  Jordan,  and  the 
Father  from  Heaven  spoke,  saying,  this  is  my  beloved  Son,  &c.  Does  not  that  prove 
that  they  were  two  distinct  personages?  Again,  see  John  xiii.  1,  "Now  before  the 
feast  of  the  Passover,  when  Jesus  knew  that  his  hour  was  come  that  he  should  depaet 
out  of  tlii^  world  to  the  Father,  having  loved  his  own  which  were  in  the  world  ,he 
loved  them  unto  the  end."  We  understand  by  this  quotation  that  Christ  had  to  go 
out  of  the  world  to  the  Father.  But  if  Mr.  Woodman's  doctrine  be  true  that  the  soul 
is  the  Father,  he  had  no  need  to  go  out  of  the  world  to  the  Father,  for  the  Father 
was  in  him.  My  opponent  will  perhaps  inform  us  how  this  is  ?  Again  we  read  in  John 
xvi.  28,  "  "  I  came  forth  from  the  Father,  and  am  come  uato  the  world,  ag'ain  I  leav« 
the  world  and  go  to  the  Father."  I  want  Mr.  Woodman  to  tell  us  how  this  can  be, 
if  the  soul  of  Christ  is  the  Father,  and  the  body  of  Christ  is  the  Son  ?"  for  if  the  body 
is  the  Son,  the  Son  could  not  come  from  the  Father,  for  according  to  his  own  doc- 
trine the  body  comes  from  the  mother,  and  if  the  soul  be  the  Father,  then  the  Father 
came  to  the  Son,  and  not  the  Son  from  the  Father.  Bvit  Christ  says,  "  I  came  from 
the  Fathei",  and  am  come  into  the  worlds  and  leave  the  world  and  go  to  the  Father." 
Again,  John  xx.  17,  "  Jesus  saith  imto  her,  touch  me  not ;  for  I  am  not  yet  ascended 
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to  my  Father  ;  but  go  to  my  brethren  and  say  unto  them,  I  ascend  unto  my  Father, 
and  your  Father,  and  to  my  God,  and  your  God."  Now  I  want  Mr.  Woodman  to 
explam  to  us  how  these  things  can  be,  if  the  soul  be  the  Father  and  the  body  is  the 
Son.  Jesus  says,  '•  I  ascend  to  my  Father,  and  your  Father,  to  my  God,  and  your 
God."  I  came  from  the  Father  into  this  world,  and  am  going  to  leave  the  world  and 
go  to  the  Father.  How  oan  this  be  in  common  sense,  if  the  soul  be  the  Father,  and 
the  body  the  Son  ? 

Mr.  Woodman. — Mr.  Gibson  wants  me  to  answer  him  some  questions,  but  he 
does  not  want  to  answer  mine.  I  shall  answer  these  questions  when  J  deem  it  neces- 
sary, and  shall  think  fit.  He  has  said  a  great  deal  about  Christ  coming  into  the 
world,  but  he  has  not  told  you  where  he  came  from  ;  for  he  does  not  believe  in  any 
world  but  this — he  does  not  know  anything  but  what  is  material.  And  the  basis 
of  his  arguments  is  upon  an  extract  he  has  made,  in  which  he  says  we  believe  the 
Son  was  the  body  and  the  Father  was  the  soul :  but  if  he  had  come"  here  to  do  justice 
to  the  views  he  opposes,  he  ought  to  have  made  himself  better  acquainted  with  them, 
and  not  have  taken  out  of  a  chapter  a  single  isolated  expression.  But  I  have  got  one 
question  to  ask  Mr.  Gibson  before  I  come  on  with  this 'subject,  and  that  is,  What  is 
the  distinction  he  makes  between  his  Divine  Father  and  his  humau  father — betweea 
the  Divine  Son  and  the  human  son  ?  He  has  said  a  great  deal  about  them  being  two 
distinct  beings,  as  much  so  as  any  father  and  son  on  this  eai-th ;  then  w& 
conclude  he  believes  them  to  be  just  the  same  sort  of  beings.  Now  the  doc- 
trine of  the  New  Jerusalem  Church  is  (if  he  had  read  this  book  through, 
he  would  have  known  a  great  deal  more  of  our  doctrines  than  he  knows 
now)  exemplified  by  the  Apostle  Paul  when  he  speaks  of  two  men,  the  inward 
man  and  the  outv/ard  man  :  and  he  makes  them  vei-y  distinct,  so  that  the  one  stands 
in  direct  antagonism  to  the  other — the  law  of  his  members  rising  up  agiunst  the 
law  of  the  Spirit.  Every  man  has  two  natures  :  he  derives  a  body  and  a  nature  from, 
his  mother,  and  also  derives  a  nature  from  his  father.  I  suppose  Mr.  Gibsoa 
wiU  admit  that  God  is  his  Father.  So  he  is  in  one  sense,  and  the  Father  of  every 
Christian  ;  but  Jesus  Christ  is  called  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father.  Now  he  hav- 
ing a  Divine  Father  and  a  human  mother,  he  must  have  two  natures,  a  divine  and  a 
human  ;  and  the  divine  nature  itself  cannot  be  separated.  In  connexion  wirih  this,  Ave 
will  read  in  Deut.,  vi,  4,  with  its  corresponding  part  in  Mark,  xii,  2S.  It  is  said  ia 
Deut. — "  Hear,  O  Israel,  the  Lord  our  God  is  one  Lord."  And  in  Mark,  one  of  the 
Scribes  asked,  '•'  Which  is  the  first  commandment  ?"  29 — And  Jesus  ans\A'ered  and 
said,  "  The  first  of  all  the  commandments  is  :  hear  O  Israel,  the  Lord  our  God  is  one 
Lord."  The  unity  of  God  is  an  indivisible  unity.  j\Ir.  Gibson  may  tell  you  that  he 
is  one  in  his  power,  and  in  his  truth ;  but  there  could  not  be  a  oneness  of  power  with- 
out a  unity  of  being.  He  is  a  being  that  possesses  this  truth.  There  can  be  no 
unity  in  the  Divine  nature  but  absolute  unity  ;  and  consequently  it  follows  that  when 
the  humanity  was  born,  in  partaking  of  the  human  nature  from  the  mother,  and  the 
divine  natm-e  from  the  Father,  the  divinity  of  the  Father  was  not  divided  :  therefore 
there  can  be  no  other  God  but  him — He  is  the  one  Lord.  When  Jesus  Christ 
speaks  of  the  Father,  he  ahvays  speaks  of  him  as  dwelling  within  him.  Does 
Mr.  Gibson  believe  that  ?  See  John's  Gospel,  xiv,  8 — Philip  saith  unto  him.  Lord, 
show  us  the  Father,  and  it  sufficcth  us."  9 — "  Jesus  sa'th  unto  him,  have  I  been  so 
long  time  with  you,  and  yet  hast  thou  not  known  me,  Philip  ?  he  that  hath  seen  me 
hath  seen  the  Father;  and  how  sayest  thou  then,  show  us  the  Father?"  10 — 
"  Believest  thou  not  that  I  am  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  me  ?  the  Avords  that  I 
speak  unto  you  I  speak  not  of  myself :  but  the  Father  that  dwelleth  in  me.  he  doeth  the 
works."  It  was  the  divine  nature  Avhich  was  the  Father,  and  the  human  nature  which 
was  the  Son,  which  was  the  nature  that  was  born  of  the  Vii-gin  LI;u*y.  You  know 
all  the  arguments  that  have  been  brought  forward  :  they  have  been  used  upon  the  sup- 
position that  Christ  differs  in  no  respect  from  man.  Now  I  wish  you  to  call  to  mind 
what  I  said  to  you  concerning  the  Lord  becoming  incaimate  by  a  medium,  whereby 
Gbd  manifested  himself;  therefore  the  Lord  stated  to  Philip,  "he  that  hath  seen  me 
hath  seen  the  Father  ;"  it  was  through  the  medium  by  which  he  saw  him.  It  is  evi- 
dent that  the  Lord's  person  was  the  outward  expression  of  the  inward  Father,  a» 
much  so  as  my  body  is  the  outward  expression  of  my  soul.     The  Apostle  Paul  says  to 
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Timothy,  that  God  was  manifest  in  the  flesh,  that  is,  by  the  outward  expression  of  the 
inward  God.  Mr.  Gibson  said,  there  are  Gods  many,  and  Lords  many;  but  I  would 
ask  him  how  many  true  Gods  there  are  ?  there  is  but  one  true  God.  Hear  what 
the  Lord  himself  says,  in  that  very  prayer  that  Mr.  Gibson  has  brought  before  you  on 
so  many  occasions :  John  xvii,  3 — "  And  this  is  eternal  life,  that  they  might  know 
thee  the  only  true  God,  and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent."  You  remember  the 
passages  I  gave  you,  showing  that  when  the  Lord  was  manifested  in  the  flesh,  it  wa« 
a.  manifestation  through  that  medium,  as  I  described  before  by  the  assumption  of  the 
humanity,  which  was  the  outward  form  of  the  divinity,  as  our  body  is  analogous  to 
the  outward  form  of  our  soul.  He  may  get  up  and  ask  those  questions  again,  but  we 
axe  coming  near  to  them  ;  but  before  we  answer  them,  we  must  know  what  it  was 
that  assumed  the  humanity.  It  is  said  in  John,  i,  1 — "  In  the  beginning  was  the 
■word,  and  the  word  was  with  God,  and  the  word  was  God."  Now  the  word  is  divine 
truth,  and  that  is  one  of  the  essentials  of  the  divine  nature.  This  essential  divine  truth 
assumed  our  nature,  and  divine  truth  is  the  form  of  God,  because  divine  truth  is  th« 
form  of  divine  good. 

Mr.  Gibson — My  friends,  my  friend,  Mr.  Woodman,  has  said  I  would  very  likely 
ask  these  questions  over  again :  yes  I  shall  over  and  over,  until  he  confesses 
that  he  cannot  answer  them ;  but,  before  I  begin  to  put  them  again,  I  will  make  a 
remark  or  two,  upon  a  few  things  which  he  states,  and  then  calls  them  the  faith  of  the 
Saints,  but  in  reality  are  no  more  like  our  faith  than  hell  is  like  heaven.  He  said  we 
do  not  believe  in  any  world  but  this ;  that  our  minds  are  so  narrow  we  cannot  con- 
ceive of  any  other  world  than  this.  Mr.  Woodman  is  mistaken,  and  I  fear  wilfully 
so,  for  we  not  only  believe  in  this  world,  but  millions  more ;  we  believe  in  the  spiritual 
world,  where  the  spirits  of  men  go  after  death  ;  and  we  believe  in  that  world  where 
God  and  angels  dwell ;  and  I  defy  Mr.  Woodman  to  prove  that  it  is  an  immaterial 
world.  Mr.  Woodman  has  referred  to  a  passage  I  wdll  notice,  because  it  bears  on  the 
subject  of  this  night's  debate.  (John,  xiv.  9.) — "Jesus  saith  unto  him,  have  I  been 
so  long  wdth  you,  and  yet  hast  thou  not  known  me,  Philip  ?  He  that  hath  seen  me, 
hath  seen  the  Father,  and  how  sayest  thou  then,  show  us  the  Father  ?"  Mr.  Wood- 
man has  declared  that  the  soul  is  the  Father,  and  the  body  is  the  Son,  and  has  over 
and  over  again  said  that  no  man  could  or  ever  did  see  the  Father.  I  ask,  did  Philip 
see  the  Father  ?  If  Mr.  Woodman  declares  that  he  did,  then  his  argument  of  his 
invisibility  falls  to  the  ground.  If  he  says  he  did  not  see  the  Father,  what  did  he  see? 
If  my  opponent  declares  that  Philip  saw  only  the  Son,  then  his  present  argument  falk 
to  the  ground :  so  turn  which  way  he  pleases,  he  refutes  himself.  But  how  can  it  be 
said  that  Philip  saw  the  Father,  when  he  saw  Jesus ;  because  Jesus  Christ,  as  Paul 
declares,  is  the  express  image  of  his  Father's  person  (see  Heb.  i,  3).  Suppose,  now 
I  am  at  a  distance  from  my  son,  who  is  exactly  like  me,  he  begins  to  talk  to  the  people 
about  the  great  works  his  father  had  done,  and  had  sent  him  to  do ;  this  relation  ex- 
cites their  curiosity,  and  they  should  say,  we  would  like  to  see  your  father.  He  re- 
plies, when  you  see  me  you  see  my  father.  What  would  they  see  ?  They  would  see 
the  exact  impression  or  likeness  of  his  father.  So  Chi-ist  is  the  express  image  of  the 
Father ;  and,  therefore,  when  Philip  saw  him,  he  saw  the  Son  just  in  the  same  image 
and  likeness.  To  say  that  Philip  saw  the  actual  Father,  who  was  enthroned  at  thai 
time  in  the  heaven  of  heavens,  is  wrong  ;  he  saw  nothing  but  the  body ;  and  as  Me. 
Woodman  says  the  body  is  the  son.*  We  will  now  notice  John,  xiv.  11 : — "Believe 
me  that  I  am  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  me,  or  else  believe  me  for  the  very 
•work's  sake."  Now,  Mr.  Woodman  says  the  soul  is  the  Father,  and  the  body  is  im 
Son.  Christ  says  here,  "  believe  me  that  I  am  in  the  Father."  Am  I  to  belieye, 
then,  that  the  body  was  in  the  soul  ?  You  can  all  see  that  this  would  be  an  absurdity  ; 
it  would  be  like  the  turning  of  a  person  inside  out.  He  further  goes  on  to  say,  "  or 
else  believe  me  for  the  work's  sake ;"  but  he  says,  in  another  place,  (look  at  John,  xvii. 
20) — "Neither  pray  I  for  these  alone,  but  for  them  also  which  shall  believe  on  me 
through  their  word"  (21  v.).  "  That  they  all  may  be  one,  as  Thou,  Father,  art  in  me, 
sa\d  I  in  Thee,  that  they  also  may  be  one  in  us :  that  the  world  may  believe  that  thoB 

^  For  a  farther  explanation  of  how  Philip  saw  the  Father  in  Jesus,  see  the  explanation  o£' 
Isaiah,  ix.  6,  in  my  last  speech  this  evening. 
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hast  sent  me."  Are  we  to  believe  that  not  only  Jesus  Christ  and  his  Father  are  one 
person,  but  that  all  those  who  believe  in  him  are  going  to  be  added  to  them,  and  be 
made  into  one  great  person  ?  This  is  the  conclusion  unto  which  Mr.  "Woodman's 
doctrine  will  lead  us.  Surely,  no  man  of  common  sense  can  believe,  for  a  moment, 
that  the  Father  is  in  the  Son,  in  company  with  all  believers,  all  becoming  one  great 
person,  and  yet  his  people  are  to  be  in  Him  as  He  is  in  the  Father.  "We  will  read  a 
passage  in  John's  first  Epistle,  iii.  24: — "And  he  that  keepeth  His  commandments 
dwelleth  in  Him,  and  He  in  him.  And  hereby  we  know  that  He  abideth  in  us,  by  the 
spirit  which  He  hath  given  us."  "Whatever  Mr.  "Woodman  may  say  about  Christ 
dwelling  in  the  members  of  his  church,  he  dwells  in  them  in  the  same  way  he  is  in  the 
Father.  From  the  passage  I  have  just  quoted,  it  is  plain  that  it  is  by  the  SpLi-it  he 
was  to  dwell  in  his  people,  that  Spirit  have  we  so  long  as  we  keep  his  commandments. 

I  will  now  ask  him  the  questions  over  again.  My  opponent  says,  a  man  derives  two 
natures,  one  from  his  father,  and  one  from  his  mother ;  this  he  brought  to  show  how 
Christ  was  both  divine  and  human ;  having  derived  a  divine  nature  from  his  Father, 
and  a  human  nature  from  his  mother  ;  then  how  can  the  divine  nature  be  the  Father 
himself,  when  it  is  only  something  derived  from  him  ?  I  have  a  nature  derived  from 
my  father,  but  that  nature  is  not  my  father.  Again,  if  the  body  be  the  Son,  and  the 
soul  be  the  Father,  how  could  the  Son  have  glory  with  the  Father  before  the  worlds 
were  ?  Again,  if  Jesus  Christ  and  his  Father  be  one  person,  how  is  it  that  Christ 
says,  "  I  came  from  the  Father,  and  came  into  the  world ;"  and  again,  "  I  leave  the 
world,  and  go  to  the  Father  ;"  and  as  he  says  to  Mary,  "  touch  me  not,  for  I  have  not 
yet  ascended  to  the  Father  ?"  I  want  Mr.  "Woodman  to  tell  us  how  these  things 
can  be,  if  the  soul  of  Christ  were  the  Father,  and  the  body  were  the  Son  ;  how  Christ 
could  talk  of  ascending  to  his  Father,  and  their  Father:  to  his  God,  and  their  God. 
Let  us  read  another  passage  upon  this  subject  in  Luke  xxiii.  46.  "And  when  Jesus 
had  cried  with  a  loud  voice,  he  said.  Father,  into  thy  hands  I  commend  my  spirit,  and 
having  said  this,  he  gave  up  the  Ghost."  If  the  Father  were  the  soul  of  Christ, 
what  will  be  the  meaning  of  this  passage.  "  Father,  into  thy  hands  I  commend  my 
spirit  ?"  Why,  his  Father  would  be  leaving  his  body  at  that  time,  so  the  Son  would 
be  commending  the  Father  to  the  Father.  Thus  Mr.  "Woodman  makes  out  by  his 
doctrine,  that  Christ  had  two  Fathers,  one  in  himself  on  earth,  and  another  in  heaven. 

He  says,  I  have  not  searched  this  book  enough  to  understand  it.  "Whatever  may 
be  the  weakness  of  my  intellect,  I  know  common  sense  when  I  see  it;  I  know 
this,  that  if  the  soul  were  the  Father,  and  the  body  the  Son,  Christ  would  not  need 
to  ascend  to  the  Father,  for  he  was  within  him.  Now  I  hope  my  friend  will  explain 
these  passages  of  scripture  for  us,  and  reconcile  them  with  his  doctrine,  and  then  he 
has  a  right  to  dictate  some  questions  to  me,  and  not  till  then. 

Mr.  Woodman. — My  Christian  friends  :  Mr.  Gibson  says,  when  I  have  explained 
those  passages  to  him,  then  I  have  a  right  to  dictate  some  to  him,  and  not  till  then. 
He  takes  the  affirmative  of  the  question ;  therefore  it  is  for  him  first  to  prove  his  po- 
sition. He  has  given  you  an  explanation  of  a  passage  I  brought  forward,  of  which  I 
am  sure,  if  language  is  capable  of  being  understood  at  all,  no  one  need  doubt  Christ's 
meaning  when  he  says  to  Philip, "  he  that  hath  seen  me  hath  seen  the  Father."  Now  I 
have  shown  you  that  God  never  manifested  himself  but  through  a  medium,  and  that 
Jesus  Christ  was  the  medium  through  which  he  was  manifested  in  the  flesh,  which  is 
analogous  to  the  soul  in  the  body  of  man.  As  my  soul  is  manifested  through  my 
body,  so  the  Father  dwelling  in  Christ,  manifested  himself  through  Christ.  Mr. 
Gibson  says  if  the  Father  were  the  soul  he  would  dwell  in  Christ.  That  is  the  very 
thing  the  Bible  says.  See  second  Cor.,  v,  18 — "  And  all  things  are  of  God,  who  hath 
reconciled  us  to  himself  by  Jesus  Christ,  and  hath  given  to  us  the  ministry  of  recon- 
ciliation. 19 — To  vvdt,  that  God  was  in  Christ  reconcihng  the  world  to  himself,  not 
imputing  their  trespasses  unto  them,  and  hath  committed  unto  us  the  word  of  recon- 
ciliation." Now  I  think  you  will  all  admit  this  very  plain  declaration.  I  am  not 
reading  metaphors  now.  There  is  another  plain  passage  :  "  I  and  my  Father  are 
one" — this  is  not  a  metaphor.  I  asked  Mr.  Gibson  to  show  me  the  distinction 
between  the  finite  and  the  infinite  ?  I  did  not  think  he  would  have  any  idea  of  this 
distinction,  for  he  makes  God  a  mere  creature.  Jesus  Christ  was  not  the  Father,  no 
more  was  the  Father  the  Son;  but  God  was  the  Father,  and  dwelt  in  Christ,  see 
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Col.  ii,  9 — "  For  in  him  dvvelt  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily."     Here  we  find 
that  not  only  the  Father  dwelt  in  Christ,  but  all  the  fulness  of  the   Godhead  bodily. 
Now  I  want  Mr.  (jfibson  to  point  out  a  passage  of  scripture  to  me,  where  it  is  said  th« 
Father  dwells  out  of  the  Son,  and  that  no  part  of  the  Godhead  does  dwell  bodily  in 
Christ.     I  know  of  none  ;  and   I   have  examined  these  subjects  now  for  forty  years. 
I  have  read  to  you  the  words  of  Jesus  Christ,  that' to  know  he  is  the  true  God  is 
eternal  life.     I  will  now  tell  you  what  John  says,  v,  20,  of  his  first  epistle — "  And  we 
know  that  the  Son  of  God  is  come,  and  hath  given  us  an  understanding,  that  we  may 
know  him  that  is  true,  and  we  are  in  him  that  is  true,  even  in  his  son  Jesus  Christ. 
This  is  the  true  God  and  eternal  life."     This  consequently  shows  that  the  Father  and 
Jesus  Christ  were  one.     If  Mr.   Gibson  had  listened,  and  follov/ed  me,  we  should 
have  gone  into  the  subject  of  the  divine  and  human  natures;   but  I  will  nov/  come  to 
ihs  subject.     'Now  in  consequence  of  the  Lord  inheriting  these  two  natures — in  the 
nature  from  the  mother  he  inherited  the  infirmities  of  the  finite  man,  having  these  two 
natures  in  the  degree,  so  in  his  dirine  nature  he  spoke  of  the  Father  as  being  one  with 
himself.     Now  upon  this  one  subject  I  could  lay  open  a  great  many  passages  in  the 
word  of  God.     Mr.  Gibson  says  he  wants  to  know  whei'e  Jesus  ascended  to ;  he 
himself  says  that  the  Father  was  in  him,  and  ha  in  the  Father;  and  what  does  Mr. 
Gibson  say  about  that  ?     Why  all  he  said  amounted  to  this,  that  it  was  like  turning  a 
thing  inside  out ;  so  it  is  plain  to  see  what  kind  of  an  idea  he  has  got  of  God.     Hs 
knows  very  well  that  it  is  likely  to  deceive  you,  for  him  to  ask  questions  and  then 
answer  them,  and  give  such  explanations  as  shall  best  fit  his  purpose.      But  you  all 
know  that  it  is  easier  to  ask  questions  than  to  answer  them.     I  say  he  asked  me  con- 
cerning where  Christ  ascended.     I  answer,  that  he  ascended  out  of  the  human  degres 
into  the  divine  degree,  that  is  v/here  he  ascended.   He  arose  up  into  his  divine  nature, 
and  made  his  humanity  divine,  and  when  it  became  divine  it  possessed  all  the  attri- 
butes of  the  deity,  see  Matthew,  xxviii,  18 — '-'And  Jesus  came  and  spake  to  them, 
saying,  all  power  is  given  to  me  in  heaven  and  on  earth."     And  then  he  says  to  the 
Church  at  Smyrna,  see  Rev.  ii,  8 — "And  unto  the  Angel  of  the  Church  in  Smyrna 
write ;  These  things  saith  the  first  and  the  last,  which  was  dead  and  is  alive."    Now 
these  passages  prove  that  he  is  God,  and  he  is  everywhere  present,  for  he  says  him- 
self, '•  Wheresoever  two  or  three  are  met  together  in  my  name,  there  am  I  in  the 
midst  of  them."     Now  all  the  declarations  of  Mr.  Gibson  contrary  to  this,  will  only 
have  their  due  weight  with  you.     I  said  tha^  all  power  was  given  to  the  humanity ; 
how  was  the  divinity  given  to  the  humanity  ?  By  identifying  the  Immanity  with  him- 
self,    lie  has  quoted  a  passage  in  the  17th  of  John,  concerning  the  oneness  of  the 
Father  and  Son,  and  finds  fault  because  the  Son  says  "  that  they  may  all  be  one  as 
we  are  one."     He  lays  great  stress  upon  that  saying,  and  I  know  others  do — -those 
who  deny  the  divine  character  of  Christ.     Now  Mr.  Gibson  has  no  idea  of  the  dis- 
tinction there  is  between  the  finite  and  the  infinite.     He  will  see  that  the  oneness  of 
the  Church  with  Christ  there  spoken  of  is  to  be  taken  as  referring  to  the  finite,  and 
the  oneness  of  Christ  and  his  Father  as  referring  to  the  infinite — for  instance,  Christ 
says,  "  Be  you  perfect  as  .your  Father  which  is  in  heaven  is  perfect."     I  hold  that  our 
Father  in  heaven  is  infinitely  perfect — I  do  not  hold  we  shall  be  so.     Now  if  you 
will  look  at  this  passage  brought  forw^ard  out  of  the   I7th  of  John — "  That  they  all 
may  be  one,  as  thou  art  in  me,  and  I  in  thee."     That  is,  one  divine  and  hiunan 
nature  were  reciprocally  united — the  humanity  ascended   up  into  the  divine.     The 
oneness  of  a  divine  and  human  nature,  or  of  Jehovah  and  Jesus,  is  an  infinite  oneness 
— it  is  infinity  closely  joined  with  humanity  ;  and  that  is  the  source  of  all  unity  in  the 
Church,  which  is  only  the  image  of  the  divine  unity.     Then  he  goes  on  to  say,  "  I  in 
thee  and  thou  in  me,"  which  plainly  shows  that  the  humanity  was  the  medium  through 
which  God  was  in  them.      Mr.    Gibson  has  not  defined  any  distinction  between  the 
finite  and  the  infinite ;  he  has  no  idea  of  God,  but  he  says  there  are  Lords  many  and 
Gods  many  ;  but  the  scriptures  say,  "  this  is  eternal  life,  to  know  thee  the  only  true 
God,  &c."     And  John,  in  his  first  Epistle,  v,  20,  says,  that "  this  same  Jesus  Christ  is 
the  true  God,  and  eternal  life." 

Mr.  Gibson. — Friends,  it  would  appear  by  my  opponent's  last  remarks,  that 
because  I  am  a  poor  man,  I  have  not  the  common  feelings  of  humanity ;  but  although 
I  am  a  poor  man  if  the  insult  given  me  to-night  had  been  given  under  other  circum- 
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stances,  I  would  not  have  stood  upon  a  platform  with  him,  neither  would  I  meet  him 
again  were  I  not  obliged  by  the  rules  of  this  debate.  He  has  tried  to  persuade  vuu  that  I 
would  wilful  ly  deceive  you  by  asking  questions  and  then  ans  weri  ng  tliem  my  self  in  such  a 
way  as  to  effect  this.  It  is  true,  I  am  a  poor  man,  and  a  working-  man :  all  the  education  I 
have  was  gathered  after  my  hard  day's  toil,  still,  having  the  feelings  of  a  man,  1  spurn 
the  attempt  that  has  been  made  to  make  it  appear  that  I  will  wilfully  deceive  you. 
This  Rev.  gentleman  stands  here  to  cUscuss  on  religious  matters,  and  ought  to  know 
what  is  due  to  himself,  to  society,  and  what  belongs  to  his  opponent  and  deoencv,  but 
it  appears  he  does  not.  I  have  nothing  to  reply  to  this  time.  He  has  not  answered 
my  questions,  and  the  reason  why  he  does  not  is  best  known  to  himself.  But  as  I 
must  say  something,  I  will  make  objections  and  answer  them.  We  ^^•ill  examine  one 
passage  which  he  has  quoted,  it  is  in  Col.  ii.  9,  "  For  in  him  dwelleth  all  the  fulness 
of  the  Godhead  bodily."  Mr.  Woodman  appears  to  think  this  fulness  was  the 
Father,  but  we  will  look  at  the  text  and  context.  In  the  fu-st  place  then  we  will 
refer  to  Col.  i.  19,  "  For  it  pleased  the  Father  that  in  him  should  all  fulness  dwell."' 
Now  we  learn  from  this  that  it  pleased  the  Father  that  all  fullness  should  be  in  Christ. 
Again,  chap.  ii.  3,  "In  whom  are  hid  all  the  treasures  of  wisdom  and  knowledge,"' 
that  is,  in  Christ  are  hid  all  the  treasures  of  wisdom  and  knowledge.  Why  ?  because  it 
pleased  the  Father  that  in  him  all  this  fulness  should  dwell .  I'hen  Paul  goes  on  to 
say  in  the  8th  verse,  "  Beware  lest  any  man  spoil  you  though  philosophy  and  vain  de- 
ceit, after  the  tradition  of  men,  after  the  rudiments  of  the  world,  and  not  after  Christ. 
Verse  9,  "  For  in  him  dwelleth  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily.'"'  Here  Paul 
warns  them  against  being  led  away  by  the  philosophy  and  traditions  of  men,  and  gives 
them  to  understand  that  in  Christ  dwelt  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily,  evidently 
referring  to  what  he  had  been  speaking  of,  "  all  the  rich  treasures  of  wisdom  and 
knowledge  ; "  showing  them  that  they  had  no  occasion  to  obtain  learning  in  matters 
of  salvation  from  any  other  quarter.  But  we  are  not  only  told  this  in  the  scriptures, 
but  that  out  of  his  fulness  we  all  receive  grace  for  grace.  See  also,  Ephesians 
iii.  19,  "  And  to  know  the  love  of  Christ  which  passetli  knowledge,  that  ye  might  be 
filled  with  all  the  fulness  of  God."  Have  all  the  saints  to  be  filled  with  God  himself? 
is  the  Godhead  to  dwell  with  them  bodily  ?  No  ;  but  they  are  to  have  a  fulness  of 
wisdom,  and  knowledge  ,  now  in  this  way,  according  to  text  and  context,  is  all  the 
fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily  in  Christ.  I  will  take  another  passage,  which  you  will 
find  in  Isaiah  ix.  6,  as  it  will  likely  be  quoted  by  Mr.  Woodman  in  his  next  sj^eech, 
and  I  will  not  have  an  opportunity  of  replying  ;  "  For  unto  us  a  child  is  born,  unto 
us  a  son  is  given,  and  the  government  shall  be  upon  his  shoulder,  and  his  name  shall 
be  called  Wonderful  Counsellor,  The  mighty  (Jod,  the  everlasting  Father,  the  Pinnce 
of  Peace."  This  apphes  to  Christ ;  I  have  already  shown  you  how  he  was  the  mighty 
Godjbecause  God  called  him  to  do  a  mighty  work,  and  gave  him  Almighty  power  to  ac- 
complish it.  And,  says  Paul,  all  things  shall  be  put  under  him,  but  it  is  manifest  that  he 
is  excepted  who  did  put  all  things  under  him,  that  God  may  be  all  in  all."  But  lest 
it  be  said  this  would  make  the  Father  idle,  see  Revelations  i.  1. :  '■  The  revelation  of 
Jesus  Christ,  which  God  gave  unto  him,  to  show  unto  his  servants  things  which  musk 
shortly  come  to  pass,  and  he  sent  and  signified  it  by  his  angel  unto  his  servant  John,'* 
Here,  then,  Ave  find  that  God  the  Eternal  Father  sits  in  the  midst  of  all  his  works,  as 
the  great  director  and  upholder  of  all  things,  and  ordained  his  Son  to  carry 
out  his  will  and  purposes,  clothing  him  with  Almighty  power,  and  filling  him  with  all 
the  fulness  of  God,  with  all  the  rich  treasures  of  wisdom  and  knowledge,  that  he 
might  know  how  to  prosecute  the  work  in  all  its  ramifications. 

When  Stephen  looked  up  he  saw  the  heavens  opened,  and  the  Son  of  man  standing 
on  the  right  hand  of  God.  Could  any  being  stand  on  his  own  right  hand?  It  is 
said  in  another  place,  that  he  is  at  the  right  hand  of  power;  can  there  be  power  -nith- 
out  a  substance,  or  without  a  being  to  which  that  power  belongs  ?  To  say  so,  would 
be  an  absurdity.  Now  it  must  be  plain  to  you,  that  the  person  of  the  Father  did  not 
dwell  in  Christ,  but  his  fulness.  For  we  here  find  that  the  Father  is  a  form,  has 
arms  and  hands,  and  Christ  sat  at  his  right  hand,  so  that  the  Father  is  a  person  dis- 
tinct from  the  Son,  and  the  Son  from  the  Father,  as  much  so,  as  any  father  and  son 
upon  earth ;  and  Christ  the  Son,  was  the  express  image  of  God  the  Father. 

I  will  next  notice  how  it  is  that  Christ  is  called  the  Everlasting  Father.  See  Luke  iii. 
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38.  After  Luke  has  given  the  genealogies  from  Christ,  back  to  Enos,  he  says  in  the 
36  verse,  "  which  was  the  son  of  Enos,  which  was  the  son  of  Seth,  which  was  the 
son  of  Adam,  which  was  the  son  of  God."  We  learn  from  this,  that  Adam  was  the 
son  of  God  by  creation.  Now  let  us  see  who  created  Adam.  Ephesians,  iii.  9, 
"  And  to  make  all  men  see  what  is  the  fellowship  of  the  mystery,  which  from  the  be- 
ginning of  the  world,  hath  been  hid  in  God,  Avho  created  all  things  by  Jesus  Christ." 
We  are  told  the  same  in  the  Colossians,  that  all  things  were  created  by  him  and  for 
him.  Well  then  he  created  Adam,  or  as  we  are  told,  God  did  it  through  Christ ; 
hence,  Christ  was  Adam's  father  by  creation,  and  once  being  a  father,  he  will  never 
cease  to  be  a  father,  and  consequently,  is  an  Everlasting  Father.  He  is  the  Father  of 
Adam  and  aU  mankind  by  creation,  and  will  always  be  our  Father.  This  idea  you  will 
discover  is  perfectly  consonant  with  the  whole  tenor  of  the  scriptures.  I  will  take 
another  passage.  Revelations,  i.  8.,  "I  am  Alpha  and  Omega,  the  beginning  and  the 
ending,  saith  the  Lord,  which  is,  and  which  Avas,  and  which  is  to  come,  the  Almighty." 
Now,  this  is  a  passage  often  brought  forward  to  prove  that  Christ  and  his  Father  are 
one  person,  I  have  shoTsoi  you  how  he  is  Almighty,  and  wUl  now  show  you  how  he  is 
the  beginning  and  the  end,  the  first  and  the  last.  These  words  must  refer  to  our 
present  existence,  for  after  we  rise  from  the  dead,  we  have  no  end,  and  Christ  could 
not  be  the  end  of  that  which  is  endless  ;  they  therefore  refer  to  this  state  of  probation. 
To  show  how  Christ  is  the  beginning,  I  will  quote  his  OM'n  words.  Revelations,  iii.  14., 
"  These  things  saith  the  Amen,  the  faithful  and  true  witness,  the  beginning  of  the 
creation  of  God."  Thus  he  is  the  beginning,  let  us  see  how  he  is  the  end.  See  1st  Cor. 
XV.  24.,  "  Then  cometh  the  end,  when  he  (Christ)  shall  have  delivered  up  the  king- 
dom to  God,  even  the  Father." — Verse  28,  "  And  when  all  things  are  subdued  unto 
him,  then  shall  the  Son  also  himself  be  subject  unto  him  that  put  all  things  under 
him,  that  God  may  be  all  in  all."  He  is  then  the  first  and  the  last :  the  beginning 
and  the  end.  In  this  speech  I  have  made  a  few  objections  for  want  of  something  to 
reply  to.  I  have  spoken  with  the  best  of  feelings  towards  my  opponent,  and  towards 
you.  It  is  true  my  language  may  be  somewhat  uncultivated  ;  as  all  the  learning  I  have 
received,  as  I  before  remarked,  I  have  picked  up  after  a  hard  day's  toil,  but  what  I 
have  got,  I  have  got  it  honestly.  If  I  should  not  have  spoken  according  to  grama- 
tical  rules,  just  put  all  this  dovsTi  to  my  ignorance,  and  remember  I  am  a  working  man. 
As  for  deceiving  you,  I  ask,  have  I  acted  Kke  a  man  that  wanted  to  deceive  you?  that 
is  for  you  to  judge.  Now  I  say,  inasmuch  as  you  are  honest,  whatever  name  you  are 
known  by,  or  whatever  profession  you  have  imbibed,  I  pray  the  blessings  of  the  Lord 
God  to  rest  upon  you.     Amen. 

Mr.  Woodman. — My  christian  friends,  at  the  time  there  was  first  something 
said  about  Mr.  Gibson  discussing  with  me,  I  proposed  to  him  to  take  one  subject, 
and  speak  upon  it  night  after  night,  until  all  that  could  be  said  about  it,  for  or  against 
was  produced.  But  we  could  not  come  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion  to  have  it  so  ; 
but  I  am  convinced  it  would  have  been  the  best  arrangement.  One  night  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  bring  out  all  that  is  necessary  to  substantiate  our  views.  But  I  shall  be 
ready  at  any  time  to  take  up  the  subject  again,  with  any  one  who  holds  that  God  is  a 
material  being,  and  shall  hold  the  opposite  of  this  at  any  time  or  place.  Mr.  Gibson 
has  tried  to  impress  upon  your  minds  that  I  have  insulted  him,  if  I  have  said  any- 
thing that  he  might  construe  in  that  way  it  was  not  intentionally.  He  says  I  have 
not  answered  him  his  questions.  Now  I  answer  these  questions,  as  that  is  the  last 
speech  upon  this  subject,  he  will  not  have  an  opportunity  of  making  a  reply,  as  you 
see  it  is  plain  that  could  I  have  induced  him  to  have  had  more  nights  than  one  upon 
each  subject  he  would  have  had  an  opportunity  of  replying  to  my  arguments,  and  I 
should  speak  with  more  satisfaction  to  myself,  knowing  that  he  would  have  this  oppor- 
tunity, so  that  the  public  might  be  better  able  to  judge.  In  reference  to  what  he 
said  about  being  a  poor  man,  I  did  not  say  anything  with  a  view  to  cast  a  stigma 
upon  him,  for  I  did  not  know  that  he  got  his  living  by  working,  if  so  he  is  no  worse 
for  it.  I  have  had  to  do  it,  I  am  not  despising  him  for  not  having  a  polished  educa^ 
tion,  and  have  to  get  learning  after  a  hard  day's  toil,  it  has  been  the  case  with  myself, 
and  it  is  pretty  widely  known  in  my  neighbourhood,  if  you  will  ask  any  respectable 
person  there  they  will  tell  you.  I  do  not  despise  a  man  because  he  is  poor,  I  do  not 
look  at  a  man  through  his  wealth  but  through  his  principles  and  knowledge.    I  hope 
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he  will  give  me  one  or  two  nights  more  upon  this  subject,  for  I  cannot  go  into  it  with 
that  zest  as  I  could  if  I  knew  he  would  have  an  opportunity  to  reply  to  me.  He  ha* 
attempted  to  explain  away  that  most  forcible  passage  that  declares,  that  in  Jesus  Christ 
dwelt  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily,  by  saying  there  was  a  passage  which 
says  that  we  all  received  of  the  fulness  of  God.  I  know  this,  every  one  receives  of 
tlie  fullness  of  God,  a;s  it  says  in  the  first  Epistle  of  John  iii.  24,  "  And  hereby  we 
know  that  he  abideth  in  us  by  the  spirit  which  he  hath  given  us."  But  he  giveth 
not  his  spirit  by  measure  to  Christ,  to  men  he  measures  it  according  to  their  capaci- 
ties. Christ  being  born  of  a  human  mother,  and  having  a  divine  Father  possessed  an 
infinite  capacity  and  perception,  but  man  is  only  finite.  And  therefore  in  Christ 
dwelt  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily ;  and  thus  all  power  was  given  to  Christ, 
the  same  as  when  the  soul  gives  power  to  the  body.  There  was  one  question  I  asked 
him  very  pointedly,  I  wished  him  to  tell  me  where  I  might  find  a  passage  in  the  Bible 
where  it  says  the  Father  dwells  out  of  Christ — one  in  which  it  is  declared  that  Jesus 
and  the  Father  are  two  distinct  persons. 

Mr.  Gibson  has  only  inferred  certain  things  from  passages  that  are  doubtful  as  to 
their  correctness.  He  has  taken  doubtful  passages,  and  by  them  tried  to  prove  his 
position.  I  have  stated  to  you  in  positive  language  of  Scripture,  that  God  and  Christ 
are  not  two  persons,  and  he  cannot  prove  that  any  part  of  the  Godhead  is  out  of 
Christ.  He  brings  forth  another  passage,  where  it  says  that  it  "  Pleased  the  Fathei- 
tliat  in  him  should  all  fulness  dwell."  Then  again  he  says  tliis  fulness  was  all  truth 
and  all  wisdom,  here  is  infinite  wisdom  and  truth  in  Christ,  this  proves  the  very 
position  1  h%ve  laid  down,  although  I  must  say  he  has  stumbled  over  his  explanation 
of  these  passages,  for  he  makes  them  say  opposite  to  that  which  they  do  say.  He 
quoted  another  passage  to  take  it  out  of  my  hand,  "  For  unto  us  a  child  is  born,  &c." 
and  then  he  goes  on  to  tell  us  how  he  makes  out  Christ  to  be  the  Everlasting  Father, 
because  God  made  him  an  instrument  to  create  Adam,  and  being  once  a  Father  he  is 
a  Father  to  eternity.  Then  every  one  of  you  are  everlasting  fathers  according  to  that 
explanation.  Now  it  is  plain  that  my  opponent  has  no  idea  of  the  thstinction  that 
exists  between  the  human  and  divme,  he  has  never  brought  a  single  explanation  to 
show  such  a  distinction. 

I  will  only  add  two  or  three  things  more.  It  would,  however,  require  several 
nights  more  to  bring  the  subject  forth  as  it  ought  to  be ;  we  are  only  on  the  thi'esh- 
hold  of  it  yet.  When  we  speak  of  Christ  being  from  eternity  to  eternity,  this  does 
not  have  reference  to  time,  but  to  his  mind.  Times  have  no  effect  upon  God.  And 
what  seems  evident  to  our  mental  vision  does  not  exist  in  time,  but  is  exhibited 
through  the  instrument  of  the  body.  For  instance,  those  who  have  been  interested 
to-night,  when  you  look  round  at  the  clock,  you  say,  dear  me,  how  very  quick  th« 
time  has  passed.  The  time  has  not  passed  quickly,  but  that  appearance  is  caused  by  the 
state  of  the  mind.  A  member  of  my  congregation  has  stated  to  me,  when  I  visited 
him  in  his  sickness,  how  many  times  he  looked  at  his  watch,  during  five  minutes,  now, 
if  he  had  been  in  the  enjoyment  of  good  health,  the  time  would  not  have  appeared  to 
go  so  slow.  And  now,  Jesus  Christ  is  the  Everlasting  Father  from  eternity  to 
eternity,  but  not  of  time  but  of  state  ;  and,  moreover,  as  we  have  showed,  the  divine 
nature  cannot  be  divided  :  the  Father  dwelt  in  him,  and  he  became  one  with  him,  and, 
therefore,  he  is  the  Everlasting  Father.  Mr.  Gibson  asked  me  a  question — "TNTiat 
existence  Christ  had  before  the  world  was  ?"  He,  the  divine  truth  and  the  Holy 
Ghost,  and  that  word  was  made  flesh,  and  became  personified  in  Jesus  Christ,  and  th« 
divine  wisdom  is  the  performative  principles,  by  divine  wsdom  was  aU  things  made ; 
and  it  was  before  the  worlds  were  made,  therefore,  Christ  did  not  exist  before  the 
worlds  were  :  for  it  is  plain  that  this  union  is  essential  to  his  existence.  But,  as  1 
said,  we  must  have  two  or  three  more  nights  over  them  to  do  them  justice.  Although 
I  could  say  much  more,  and  bring  a  many  more  passages  on  the  subject  of  this  night's 
debate,  yet  I  forbear  saying  anything  more,  as  I  am  giving  him  another  opportunity 
of  coming  before  you  again  upon  this  point.  I  have  a  great  deal  more  to  say  on  the 
Godhead,  and  then  we  will  go  on  to  the  next  point  of  debate,  when  we  have  done  with 
this  subject.  I  beg  to  thank  you  for  the  attention  you  have  given,  and  for  the  order 
you  have  preserved,  and  go  home,  where  you  can  silently  think  over  the  subjects  you 
have  heard  with  candour  j  and  pray  for  that  unerring  wisdom  that  will  guide  you  t« 
the  truth. 
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Mr.  Gibson. — It  is  impossible  for  me  to  meet  Mr.  Woodman  any  more  eveni 
than  I  have  agreed  to  do,  although  1  was  willing,  as  I  am  making  preparation 
emigrate  to  America.     He  ought  to  have  made  better  use  of  the  time  he  has  had. 


Third  Night,  Novembek  7,  1850. 


Suh,iect: — The  true  nature  of  the  signs  promised  to  foUoiu  faith,  in  Mark,  xvi. 
17,  18.  Are  the  terms  there  used,  such  as  tongues,  serpents,  devils,  S)'c.,  to  be 
understood  in  the  literal  sense  ? 

Mk.  Gibson  the  Affirmative — Mr.  Woodman  the  Negative. 

Mr.  Gibson. — According  to  this  Bill,  when  I  undertoolc  to  meet  Mr.  Woodman  in 
public  discussion,  it  was  for  three  nights  only,  but  mark  my  astonishment,  when  I 
found  two  nights  more  published  on  the  b!lls  for  announcement  of  this  night's  dis- 
cussion, for  Mr.  Woodman's  self.  This  he  has  done  without  consulting  me.  Now, 
as  he  has  taken  this  course,  and  seeing  I  do  not  M'ish  to  trust  to  Mr.  Woodman's  me- 
mory t'oi-  what  has  been  said  at  this  debate,  I  think  it  proper  to  publish  the  discussion 
and  let  all  men  see  it  (hear,  hear)  ;  and  I  shall  consider  myself  no  longer  bound  by  that 
rule  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  discussion  \^-as  not  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  Woodman. — Mr.  President,  my  Christian  friends,  I  think,  sir,  I  must  claim 
the  indulgence  of  a  few  minutes  while  I  just  refer  to  what  has  fallen  from  Mr.  Gibson. 

Mr.  Gibson. — I  shall  claim  the  same  time. 

Mr.  Woodman. — Well.  I  will  give  way.  I  will  merely  observe  in  reference  to  the 
compliant  he  has  made,  I  was  not  aware  that  I  was  doing  anything  wrong.  I  con- 
sider that  the  cause  of  truth  would  be  subserved  by  delivering  two  lectures  after 
the  discussion  was  over.  This  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  discussion  at  all.  I  do  not 
consider  that  I  am  debarred  from  delivering  two  lectures  in  this  hall  by  the  rules  of 
discussion,  as  Mr.  Gibson,  or  any  person,  will  have  the  privilege  of  putting  questions 
to  me  after  each  lecture.  He  has  the  same  privilege  of  taking  the  hall  to  lecture  in, 
and  suii'er  questions  to  be  put  to  him .  The  president  here,  Avho  is  an  old  friend  of 
mine,  has  saved  me  the  trorble  of  endeavouring  to  impress  upon  you  the  necessity  of 
tiie  due  and  candid  manner  in  which  you  ought  to  take  notice  of  the  things  that  will 
be  brought  before  you.  I  proceed  at  once  to  the  question  I  have  to  enter  upon  to- 
night, by  remarking,  in  the  first  place,  that  I  shall  disclaim  all  personal  feeling,  or 
spirit  of  persecution,.  We  are  assembled  here  to  inquire  into  certain  principles,  and 
nut  only  to  judge  according  to  the  evidences  placed  before  us,  but  to  take  the  only 
test,  the  law  and  the  testimony.  At  the  same  time,  I  must  claim  the  privilege  of  doing 
justice  to  the  subject  I  have  undertaken  to  maintain,  and  if  I  find  1  cannot  maintain 
it,  I  will  think  seriously  upon  the  question  ;  and  if.  after  due  consideration,  1  find  that  I 
am  wrong,  I  will  consent  to  alter  my  opinions,  and  cleave  to  that  which  appears  to  me 
to  be  the  truth. 

The  subject  for  discussion  to-night  is,  "  the  true  nature  of  the  signs  promised  by 
oar  ever-adorable  Lord  Jesus  Christ  to  follow  faith.  After  he  had  arisen  from  the 
dead,  and  just  before  he  ascended,  his  disciples  were  with  him,  and  he  promised  cer- 
tain signs,  namely,  that  they  should  cast  out  devils,  speak  with  new  tongues,  &c. 
But  in  order  to  see  the  nature  of  these  promises  we  must  look  at  the  context  as  well 
as  the  promise,  it  is  recorded  in  Mark  xvi.  17,  18 ;  we  will  look  at  the  loth  and  16th 
verses,  which  read  as  follows  :  "  And  he  said  unto  them  go  ye  into  all  the  world,  and 
preach  the  gospel  to  every  creature  ;  he  that  believeth  and  is  baptized  shall  be  saved ; 
but  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be  damned."  Verse  17th,  "  And  these  signs  shall  fol- 
them  that  believe  ;  in  my  name  shall  they  cast  out  devils,  they  shall  speak  with  new 
tongues."  Verse  18th,  "  They  shall  take  up  serpents,  and  if  they  drink  any  deadly 
thing  it  shall  not  hurt  them,  they  shall  lay  hands  on  the  sick  and  they  shall  recover." 
Now  by  reading  both  the  text  and  context  it  is  evident  that  this  promise  was  not 
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made  to  the  disciples ;  but  to  tliem  who  should  believe  through  their  preaching ;  these 
sig-ns  shall  follow  them  that  believe,  the  Lord  said  after  he  had  commanded  them  to 
go  forth  and  preach  to  every  creature.  Now  the  ditl'erence  between  Mr.  Gibson's 
position  and  mine  is,  that  he  is  to  abide  by  the  letter,  and  ihat  I  am  to  show  that 
these  sip;ns  are  to  be  imderstood  as  bearing  upon  something  that  does  not  imm.ediately 
appear  in  the  letter.  Now  if  we  take  them  according  to  the  letter  they  never  existed 
in  any  age  of  the  church.  Mind,  I  do  not  deny  the  possession  of  certain  gifts  the 
Apostles  had  !  no  ;  I  understand  all  this  :  but  we  do  not  read  ff  those  who  believed  by 
their  preaching  having  these  gifts,  nor  of  the  Apostles  tlieniselves  havii:!g  the  Avhole 
of  them ;  no,  we  have  not  an  instance  upon  record  of  them  taking  up  serpents,  or 
drinking  any  deadly  thing;  so  that  if  we  abide  by  the  letter  alone,  in  this  sense,  the 
promise  of  the  Saviour  was  never  fulfilled.  I  hope  to  be  enabled  to  show  you  a  truly 
more  exalted  sense,  in  which  we  understand  that  these  signs  not  only  existed  with  the 
apostles,  bat  with  every  true  believer  from  that  time  dov.'n  to  the  present  period.  Now 
the  first  thing  that  is  stated  concerning  these  signs  is  this,  "  in  my  name  shall  they 
cast  out  devilh^,  speak  with  new  tongues,"  &c.  Now  when  Ave  speak  about  the  name 
of  Jesus  Christ,  it  is  necessary  for  us  to  understand  what  we  mean  by  it;  if  you  will 
examine  your  scriptures  when  you  go  home,  you  Avill  find  out  that  all  the  names  ap- 
ply to  God  ;  every  name  from  Jehovah  to  Jesus  is  expressive  of  some  divine  character 
or  quality;  that  is  the  use  of  names  in  the  scriptures;  it  is  to  indicate  certain  quali- 
ties. For  instance,  the  name  Jehovah  ;  this  is  a  name  in  Hebrew,  and  involves  the 
verb  of  existence,  he  is,  was,  and  will  be.  The  name  Jesus,  we  knoAv,  was  given  to  the 
huma,nity,  when  the  angel  declared  he  should  save  the  people  from  their  sins.  The 
sa,me  remarks  apply  to  the  Christian  name,  this  you  will  find  in  Isaiah  Ixii.  2 — 4 : 
"  And  the  Gentiles  shall  see  thy  righteousness,  and  all  kings  thy  glory  :  and  thou  shalt 
be  called  by  a  new  name,  Avhieh  the  mouth  of  the  Lord  shall  name  :  "  4th  verse  '•  Thou 
shalt  no  more  be  termed  forsaken  ;  neither  shall  thy  land  any  more  be  termed  deso- 
late ;  but  thou  shalt  be  called  Hephzi-bah,  and  thy  lar;d  Bulah,  for  the  Lord  delight- 
eth  in  thee,  and  thy  land  shall  be  married."  This  is  only  one  of  a  great  many  instances 
I  could  bring  of  this  kind  from  the  scriptures.  We  will  turn  to  another  in  Revelations 
iii.  12:  "Him  that  overcometh  will  I  make  a  pillar  in  the  temple  of  my  God,  and 
he  shall  go  no  more  out;  and  I  will  write  upon  him  the  name  of  my  God,  and  the 
name  of  the  city  of  my  God,  v.hich  is  New  Jerusalen),  which  comicth  doAvn  out  of 
heaven  from  my  God  ;  and  I  will  v/rite  upon  him  my  neAV  name."  We  are  not  to 
understand  that  this  riieans  a  mere  sounding  name,  it  is  not  a  new  name  of  that  de- 
scription, but  a  nev\'  quality,  new  glories  that  are  to  be  writ' en  upon  the  Christian 
character  ;  hence  then,  to  cast  out  devils  in  the  name  of  the  Lord,  is  to  cast  them  out 
in  the  quality  of  the  Lord's  humanity,  Avhich  is  to  the  church  a  source  of  that  new 
nature  which  forms  the  new  man  ;  that  operating  in  us  pertbrms  this  spiritual  work, 
which  is  greater  than  actually  taking  up  serpents 

Well,  to  com-e  to  the  signs  themstlves  :  the  thirgs  premised  to  be  done  are  as  we 
have  said,  "  to  cast  out  devils,  speak  with  new  tongues,  take  up  serpents,  and  if  they 
drink  any  deadly  thing,  it  shall  not  hurt  them..'"'  Now,  if  we  rightly  view  the.-n? 
things,  it  must  be  plain  to  cur  minds  that  they  bear  upon  the  great  work  of  redemp- 
tion, and  are  the  neces.'^ary  results  of  that  redemf/tion,  which  Jesus  Christ  has  wroug'ht 
out  for  the  human  race.  The  definition  of  the  word  redemption  is,  to  restore  all 
things  to  order  that  have  become  disordered  by  the  fall  of  man,  for  thereby  his  pas- 
sions became  degraded,  and  hell  usm-ped  the  power  of  the  human  mind.  It  is  there- 
fore declared  by  the  Ptalmist,  and  repeated  by  the  Apostle  Paul,  that  Cluist  came  to 
lead  captivity  captive ;  this  being  done,  from  his  person  he  commiUnicates  power  to 
those  who  believe,  over  the  enemy  who  had  led  them  captive  ;  and  among  other  gilts 
he  comnuxnicates  to  men,  we  are  told  that  one  is,  "  they  shall  take  up  serpents."  Ii 
is  necessary  to  know  v,  hat  is  involved  in  this  saying,  that  the  Christian  may  know  the 
gift  of  every  sincere  believer.  We  shall  be  enabled  to  see  that  this  is  the  privilege  of 
every  genuine  Christian  in  all  ages,  a-nd  likcAvise  of  all  sections  of  the  Christian 
Church.  Now  it  is  an  important  fact  for  its  to  hncnv,  that  nothing  exists  out  of  man 
but  what  has  reference  to  something  in  man  ;  that  there  is  nothing  exists  in  the 
human,  without  its  co-relative  in  the  outAAard  A\'orld.  You  all  knoAv  the  Lord  said  to 
his  disciples,  Avhen  he  sent  them  forth,  that  he  sent  them  as  sheep  and  as  lambs 
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among  wolves  ;  and  when  he  asked  Peter  if  he  loved  him,  the  Lord  said  to  him,  feed 
my  lambs,  and  on  other  two  occasions  he  told  him  to  feed  his  sheep.  The  Lord  shows 
the  connexion  there  is  between  things  that  are  without  and  things  within,  when 
he  told  his  disciples  to  be  wise  as  serpents,  and  harmless  as  doves ;  and  again  he 
civlls  Herod  a  fox :  says  he,  "  Go  and  tell  that  fox  that  I  do  cures  to-day  and  to- 
morrow, and  the  third  day  be  made  perfect."  In  reference  to  serpents,  we  find  that 
when  John  the  Baptist  came  upon  his  mission,  and  when  he  saw  that  the  Scribes  and 
Pharisees  went  out  to  be  baptized  of  him,  he  said  unto  them,  "  O  generation  of  vipers, 
who  hath  warned  you  to  flee  from  the  wrath  to  come  ?"  I  ask  you,  upon  what 
ground  the  Lord  told  his  disciples  to  feed  his  sheep  and  laaibs  ? — why  he  iaid  thej 
must  be  harmless  as  doves  ?  Upon  what  ground  he  called  Herod  a  fox  ? — and  why 
John  called  the  Pharisees  a  generation  of  vipers,  if  it  were  not  that  they  possessed 
pi'inciples  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  nature  of  these  animals  ?  Thus,  tlie  lamb, 
the  dove,  &c.,  answer  in  outward  nature  to  the  character  of  certain  princijiles  in  man. 
The  Lord  says,  in  another  place,  Matthew,  xii,  34 — "  O  generation  of  vipers,  how 
can  ye,  being  evil,  speak  good  things  ?  for  out  of  the  abundance  of  the  heart  the 
mouth  speaketh."  Now,  in  consequence  of  the  fall  of  man,  every  principle  in  man 
had  become  deranged,  and  amongst  other  principles,  these  that  are  indicated  by  the 
serpents  have  become  deranged ;  therefore  it  said  that  Christ  should  bruise  the  serpent's 
head,  in  Gen.  iii.  It  does  not  signify  that  he  shall  bruise  the  head  of  a  literal  serp'ent, 
but  that  he  sli  ild  tread  upon,  and  crush  that  principle,  of  which  the  serpent  stands 
as  a  type.  Now  after  the  Lord  had  accomplished  his  -work  in  the  flesh,  and  had  ob- 
tained power,  he  then  communicated  that  power  to  his  disciples,  as  we  read  in  Luke, 
X,  19 — "  Behold  I  give  unto  you  power  to  tread  on  serpents,  and  scorpions,  and  over  all 
tlie  power  of  the  enemy  ;  and  nothing  shall  by  any  means  hurt  you."  Now  I  would  re- 
mark in  reference  to  taking  up  natural  serpents  :  it  is  a  well  known  fact  that  theser- 
jjent-charmers  of  the  east  exercise  a  great  power  over  serpents,  and  yet  this  is  not 
miraculous  ;  neither  do  they  need  a  spiritual  gift  of  the  Holy  Ghost  whereby  to  merit 
a  power  over  that  animal  in  outward  nature.  In  the  passage  before  us  it  is  stated 
that  he  would  give  them  power  to  take  up  serpents  ;  which  signifies  to  lift  them  up. 
But  before  he  gave  them  that  power,  he  says,  in  John,  iii,  14 — '•'  And  as  Mo  es  lifted 
up  the  serpent  i  i  the  wilderness,  even  so  must  the  son  of  man  be  lifted  up."  Now  I  may 
just  here  remaik,  that  all  understand  well  what  were  the  principles  signified  by  the 
dove,  sheep,  and  lamb.  A  lamb  is  a  type  of  innocence ;  a  sheep  and  dove  are  types 
of  that  which  is  harmless  ;  a  serpent,  or  reptile,  is  a  type  of  man's  sensual  nature — 
this  nature  that  becomes  completely  infernal  or  devilish,  which  only  can  be  i-educed  to 
order  by  casting  out  the  infernal  pi'mciples  of  wickedness,  which  is  the  work  of 
Christianity, — '^^e  work  of  the  Lord,  by  means  of  the  truth  which  is  taUf;ht  by  his 
ministers.  Nc t,  for  instance,  assuming  that  by  the  serpent  is  signified  the  sensual 
nature,  before  ;;hs  coming  of  the  Lord,  inasmuch  as  man  became  immersed  in  sensual 
things,  they  hi'd  no  idea  of  God,  and  therefore,  they  made  stocks  and  .■5toiies  to  wor- 
ship ;  but  the  1j  >rd  after  he  had  assumed  the  humanity,  and  glorilied  it,  iifted  it  up 
to  be  an  object  in  which  we  could  see  the  manifested  i  Jod,  that  will,  when  we  look  to 
it,  impart  to  us  power  to  elevate  these  sensual  ideas,  and  raise  them  up  to  the  one  true 
and  living  God,  and  to  manifest  them  in  the  flesh. 

3Ir.  Gibson.  — Friends, — I  again  feel  happy  to  have  an  opportunity  of  standing 
before  you.  I  may  say  on  this  occasion  as  1  said  on  the  two  last  occasions,  my  only 
object  is  to  make  truth  apparent,  I  have  no  other  object  in  view,  and  !  shall  endea- 
vour to  confine  r  lyself  to  the  subject  in  hand,  and  at  the  same  time  make  my  remarks 
so  plain  that  the  weakest  capacity  may  understand  me.  Before  proceeding  further  I 
will  make  a  rems rk  or  two  about  the  two  lectures  I  do  not  want  to  debar  Mr. 
Woodman  from  lecturing,  but  certainly  before  he  published  two  lectures  on  the  sub- 
jects of  discussion  on  the  bills  announcing  the  discussion,  seeing  he  does  not  pay  for 
these  bills,  I  had  a  right  to  know  of  it.  He  says  I  may  attend  and  put  questions,  but 
1  have  neither  tbne  nor  opportunity.  As  another  reason  I  v/ould  not,  he  u'liuld  have 
a  couple  of  hours  and  I  only  a  few  minutes ;  this  would  not  be  mee  ing  h'm  upon 
equal  terms.  In  debates  of  this  description  or  in  debates  of  any  description,  but  espe- 
cially of  this,  each  debater  ought  to  be  allowed  equal  time.  So  far  as  laeping  the 
rules  inviolate  is  c  -^cerned,  neither  of  us  have  kept  them,  for  there  have  been  two 
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reporters  through  the  whole  of  the  debate,  and  the  6th  rule  says  there  were  to  be 
none.  The  question  for  this  night's  discussion  is,  "  The  true  nature  of  the  signs  pro- 
mised to  follow  faith,"  in  Mark  xvi.  17, 18.  I  agree  with  Mr.  Woodman  in  the  conclu- 
sions he  came  to  after  he  had  read  the  text  and  context :  that  these  signs  were  to 
follow  those  that  believed  on  the  apostles  preaching.  I  differ  however  from  him  in 
the  declaration  he  made,  that  this  promise  was  not  to  the  Apostles  themselves.  I 
would  ask  were  the  Apostles  believers  ?  if  so,  they  then  can  claim  the  promise  of  the 
Saviour  among  other  believers,  for  these  signs  shall  follow  them  that  believe.  In  the 
20th  verse  of  the  same  chapter  it  is  said,  "  And  they  (the  Apostles)  went  forth,  and 
preached  everywhere,  the  Lord  working  -nith  them,  and  confirming  the  word  with 
signs  following."  I  will  just  for  a  moment  carry  your  minds  back  to  the  time  that 
Jesus  made  his  appearance  on  this  earth  ;  he  came  as  a  man,  and  was  acquainted  with 
grief  and  sorrow ;  was  born  in  a  stable  and  cradled  in  a  manger.  The  Jews  would 
not  receive  him  when  he  came  unto  them  at  the  age  of  thirty  years,  as  the  Son  of 
God.  They  said,  is  not  this  the  son  of  the  carpenter  ?  how  then  can  he  be  the  Son  of 
God  ?  how  can  he  have  come  down  from  heaven  ?  When  the  Jews  boasted  of  Abra- 
ham being  their  father,  Jesus  answered  them  saying,  "  before  Abraham  was  I  am." 
And  they  took  up  stones  to  cast  at  him,  and  ultimately  crucified  him  between  two 
thieves  as  an  impostor.  After  he  arose  from  the  dead  it  was  fij-mly  believed  by  the 
Jewish  nation  that  his  disciples  had  stolen  his  body  from  the  tomb,  to  which  certain 
men  bore  testimony.  Now  these  very  men  that  were  supposed  to  have  stolen  his  body 
from  the  tomb,  when  he  appeared,  were  sent  forth  with  this  testimony,  "  Go  ye  forth 
into  all  the  world,  and  preach  the  gospel  to  every  creature ;  he  that  believeth,  and  is 
baptized,  shall  be  saved,  and  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be  damned.  And  these  signs 
shall  follow  them  that  believe :  in  my  name  shall  they  cast  out  de^ils,  they  shall  speak 
with  new  tongues,  and  if  they  drink  any  deadly  thmg'  it  shall  not  hurt  them  ;  they 
shall  lay  hands  on  the  sick  and  they  shall  recover."  The  question  may  be  asked,  why- 
did  not  Christ  show  himself  to  all  the  people,  and  convince  them  that  his  body  was 
not  stolen  away  ?  This  was  because  faith  was  to  come  by  hearing  the  word  of  God 
-from  the  mouth  of  his  ambassadors,  therefore  he  sent  them  with  this  testimony.  The 
disciples  in  their  preaching  had  to  declare  the  resurrection  of  their  master  from  the 
dead,  and  his  ascension  into  heaven  ;  all  those  who  believed  their  faithful  testimony  and 
were  baptized  upon  the  strength  of  that  faith,  were  then  entitled  to  receive  a  witness 
from  heaven  to  themselves,  that  they  also  might  know  of  a  certainty  that  Jesus  lived,, 
and  in  their  turn  bear  witness  to  others. 

It  is  an  easy  thing  for  you  and  me  to  believe  in  Christ,  as  the  Son  of  God,  in  his 
resurrection  and  ascension  to  heaven,  as  these  traditions  of  the  fathers  and  records  of 
scripture  have  been  impi-es^ed  upon  our  minds  by  the  diligence  of  our  parents  and 
religious  instructors  from  our  early  childhood,  as  truths.  But  it  -was  hard  for  the 
Jews  to  believe  that  Jesus  w;is  older  than  Abraham,  when  he  was  not  yet  fifty  years 
of  age.  Now,  to  send  the  apostles  out  under  these  circumstances,  with  such  a  testi- 
mony as  Christ  gave  them  to  bear,  was  something  to  prove  the  world  by ;  therefore, 
this  promise  was  given  not  only  to  sti-engthen  them  in  the  fulfilment  cf  their  arduous 
duties,  but  also  to  confirm  those  in  the  faith  who  believed  through  their  pi-eaching. 
When  the  apostles  prrticheil,  and  men  believed,  and  received  the  fulfilment  of  the  pro- 
mise made  to  them,  they  then  had  proved  for  themselvts  that  these  were  the  servants 
of  the  living  God,  and  that  Christ  had  actually  arisen  from  the  dead,  and  ascended  up  on 
Jiigh.  My  friend  says,  thes  ■  signs,  understood  in  their  literal  sense,  never  did  exist  in 
any  age  of  the  church  :  nor,  savs  he,  can  it  be  proved  that  any  of  the  apostles  possessed 
all  of  them.  But  it"  we  admit  that  they  possessed  some  of  them,  which  he  does,  then 
my  (!oiiit  is  established  and  acknowledged  by  _my  ojjponent.  But  I  will  jiive  you  the 
testimony  of  Paul,  to  be  found  in  the  1  Corinthians,  xii,  3,  to  prove  that  they  fol- 
lowed every  belie\  er,  '•  Wherefore,  1  give  you  to  understand  that  no  mrr.  cT^--,i;„g  j^y 
the  spirit  of  God  calleth  Jesus  a  ■  'U':  ■  :.  ,xiu  taat  no  man  can  say  that  Jesus  is  tue  Lord', 
but  by  the  Holy  Ghost."  Verse  4.  -  iSow  there  are  iVvevsities  of  rifts,  l)utthe  same 
spirit."  Verse' o,  "  And  there  are  fJLiferencLo  of  administrations,  but  the  sjtm.e  Lord." 
Verse  6,  "  And  there  arc  diversities  of  operations,  but  it  is  the  same  God  which 
worleth  all  In  all."  Verse  7,  '•  But  tVe  manifestation  of  the  spirit  is  given  to  everj 
man  to  profit  withal."      Mark  this  pa vTige ;  how  is  tiiis  manifestation  of  the  spirit 

C 


34  GIBSON  AND   WOODMAN's   DISCUSSION. 

given  to  every  man  ?  Verse  8,  "  For  to  one  is  given  by  the  spirit,  the  word  of  wis- 
dom ;  to  another,  the  word  of  knowledge."  Verse  9,  "  To  another,  faith  by  the  same 
spirit;  to  another  the  gifts  of  heahng  by  the  same  spirit."  Verse  10,  "To  another, 
the  working  of  miracles ;  to  another,  prophecy  ;  to  another,  discerning  of  spirits ;  to 
another,  divers  kinds  of  tongues  ;  to  another,  the  interpretation  of  tongues."  Verse  11, 
«  But  all  these  worketh  that  one  and  the  self  same  spirit,  dividing  to  every  man  sever- 
ally as  he  will."  It  is  almost  useless  for  me  to  make  any  comment  upon  these  words. 
Every  man  who  believes  the  Bible,  even  my  opponent  himself,  must  confess  that  the 
church  possessed  these  gifts  in  the  literal  acceptation  of  the  language,  and,  conse- 
quently, received  the  literal  fulfilment  of  the  Saviour's  promise.  I  have  not  argued 
that  every  man  in  the  church,  should  be  in  possession  of  the  whole  of  these  gifts,  nor 
that  all  signs  should  follow  one  individual.  Paul  declares  that  the  manifestation  of 
the  spirit  is  given  to  every  man,  that  every  man  shall  receive  a  manifestation  in  one 
way  or  another  to  himself,  and  for  the  general  good  of  the  church.  To  one,  the  spirit 
gave  divers  kinds  of  tongues  ;  to  another  was  given  wisdom ;  to  another,  the  gift  of 
healing,  &c.,  giving  to  every  man  severally  as  he  (the  spirit)  would.  As  Paul  says  in 
the  same  chapter,  "  Are  all  apostles  ?  are  all  prophets  ?  are  all  teachers  ?  are  all 
workers  of  miracles  ?  Have  all  the  gifts  of  healing  ?  do  all  speak  in  tongues  ?  &c." 
Although  one  man  does  not  possess  them  all,  yet  mark  you,  they  were  all  in  the 
church,  divided  amongst  the  members  thereof,  by  the  spirit  of  the  great  God.  By 
these  manifestations  they  knew  assuredly  that  Christ  was  risen,  and  had  ascended  up 
on  high. 

My  opponent  says  they  never  did  take  up  serpents.  Now  either  Mr.  "Woodman  or 
the  Bible  is  wrong,  which  I  shall  prove  just  now.  He  has  said  that  the  term  serpent 
means  sensual  nature,  and  quoted  a  great  number  of  passages  to  pro^'e  that  the 
scriptures  coixipare  men  to  serpents.  1  do  not  disagree  with  him  on  that  point,  that 
men  are  compared  to  lambs,  sheep,  &c.  Therefore,  when  Christ  said  ye  are  my  sheep, 
we  know  that  he  did  not  mean  real  sheep,  but  spoke  of  his  followers,  whom  he  com- 
pared to  that  animal.  When  he  says,  "  I  am  the  true  vine,"  we  know  he  did  not 
mean  a  literal  grape-vine,  but  spoke  of  himself.  There  is  a  great  amount  of  this  me- 
taphorical language  in  the  scriptures,  which  should  be  read  and  understood  as  such ; 
but  I  am  now  going  to  read  to  you  a  plain  matter  of  history.  See  Acts  xxviii.  1 — 6  : 
"  And  when  they  were  escaped,  they  then  knew  that  the  island  was  called  Melita."  Verse 
2  :  "  And  the  barbarous  people  showed  us  no  little  kindness  ;  for  they  kindled  a  fire, 
and  received  us  every  one,  because  of  the  present  rain,  and  because  of  the  cold." 
Verse  3  :  "  And  when  Paul  had  gathered  a  bundle  of  sticks,  and  laid  them  on  the 
fire,  there  came  a  viper  out  of  the  heat  and  fastened  on  his  hand."  Verse  4  :  "And 
when  the  barbarians  saw  the  venomous  beast  hang  on  his  hand,  they  said  among 
themselves,  no  doubt  this  man  is  a  mm-derer,  v^hom,  though  he  hath  escaped  the  sea, 
yet  vengeance  suifereth  not  to  live."  Verse  5  :  "  And  he  shook  oft'  the  beast  into  the 
fire  and  took  no  harm  "  This  is  a  piece  of  history  I  have  been  reading  to  you ;  this 
is  not  a  man's  sensual  nature  that  fastened  upon  Paul's  hand  ;  it  was  not  a  man's  sen- 
sual nature  he  shook  off  his  hand  into  the  fire.  If  I  am  to  believe  the  Bible  I  cannot 
disbelieve  this  statement. 

Again,  Mr.  Woodman  said  a  great  deal  about  the  meaning  of  the  name  of  Jesu.s, 
and  concluded  that  to  cast  out  devils  in  the  name  of  Jesus,  is  to  cast  them  out  in  the 
quality  of  the  Lord.  Let  us  see  how  the  name  of  Christ  was  used  anciently  in  the 
heahng  of  the  sick,  and  casting  out  of  devils.  In  Acts  iii.  1,  we  I'ead  an  account  of 
a  lame  man  being  healed,  who  sat  at  the  gate  of  the  temple  vi'hich  is  called  Beautiful 
to  ask  alms  of  them  that  entered  into  the  temple,  who  also  asked  alms  of  Ptter 
and  John.  Verse  6  :  "  Then  Peter  said  silver  and  gold  have  I  none,  but  such  as  I 
have  give  I  thee;  in  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ  of  Nazareth  rise  up  and  walk,  and 
he  took  him  by  the  hand,  and  lifted  him  up,  and  immediately  his  feet  and  ankle-bones 
received  strength."  Here  we  read  of  a  certain  man  being  healed  in  the  name  of  Jesus, 
who  had  been  a  cripple  from  his  mother's  womb.  That  is  the  meaning  of  doing  a 
thing  in  the  name  of  Jesus.  Peter  said  in  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ  rise  up  and  walk, 
and  he  took  him  by  the  hand,  and  the  man  was  healed.  Did  not  the  signs  foUovf 
them  in  ancient  times  if  these  instances  be  true  which  I  have  quoted  ?  I  rather  think 
they  did :  here  is  a  lame  man  cured.     I  will  quote  another  scripture,  about  casting 
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out  devils.  See  Acts  xvi.  IG  :  "  And  it  came  to  pass  as  we  wet)t  to  prajer,  a  certain 
damsel  possessed  Avitli  a  spirit  of  divination  met  us,  which  brought  her  mastci-s  n;i;c}i 
gain  by  soothsaying."  Verse  IT  :  "  The  same  followed  Paul  and  us,  and  ci'ied  saying, 
these  men  are  the  servants  of  the  most  high  God,  which  shov/  unto  us  the  way  of 
.salvation.'*''  Verse  18:  '-And  this  did  she  many  days.  But  Paul,  being  grieved, 
turned  and  said  to  the  spirit,  I  command  thee  in  the*^  name  of  JesuS  Christ  lo  come 
out  of  her,  and  he  came  out  the  same  hour."  This  is  how  the  signs  follow  them  that 
Itelieved  in  ancient  times.  I  will  give  you  another  testimony  from  Acts  xi.\.  11  : 
'•  And  God  wrought  special  miracles  by  the  hands  of  Paul."  '  Verse  12  :  "  .So  that 
from  his  body  were  brought  unto  the  sick,  handkerchiefs  or  aprons,  and  the  discaFos 
departed  from  them  and  the  evil  spirits  went  out  of  them."  Now  to  make  it  more 
evident  still,  that  these  devils  that  Paul  cast  out  were  not  the  sens-ual  nature  of  man, 
but  actual  devils,  I  will  continue  to  read  the  13th  verse  of  the  same  chapter  :  "  Then 
certain  of  the  vagabond  Jews  exorcists,  took  upon  them  to  call  o\-er  them  which  had 
evil  .spirits  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus,  saying,  we  adjure  you  by  Jesus,  whom  Pard 
preached."  Verse  15  :  "  And  the  evil  spirit  answered  and  said,  Jesus  I  know,  and 
I'aul  I  know,  but  who  are  ye  ?"  Verse  16 :  "And  the  man  in  whom  the  evil  sjirit  was 
leaped  upon  them,  and  overcame  them  and  prevailed  against  them,  so  that  they  fled 
out  of  the  house  naked  and  wounded."  Was  it  the  sensual  nature  of  man  that  .'^aid 
Jesus  I  know,  and  Paul  I  know  ?  V/'as  it  the  sensual  nature  that  caused  the  man 
possesised  to  leap  upon  the  sons  of  Sceva,  and  wound  them  ?  Was  it  in  the  qiudity 
of  Christ's  humanity  that  these  actual  devils  were  cast  out,  or  in  the  name  of  .lesus? 
The  scriptures  say  it  was  in  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ.  Another  pass:ige  strikes 
my  mind  ;  Christ  on  one  occasion,  in  casting  out  devils,  is  besought  by  the  evil  spirits 
to  allow  them  to  go  into  some  swine  :  he  allowed  the  devils  to  enter  the  swine,  and 
they  iinmediately  ran  into  the  sea,  and  were  drowned.  Am  I  to  say  that  it  was  the 
sensual  nature  that  Christ  cast  out  cf  this  n  an,  and  permitted  to  enter  into  the  swine  ? 
Mr.  Woodman  thinks  so.  I  have  proved  to  you  tinit  the  promise  made  by  Christ  to 
believers  was  literally  understood  by,  and  literally  fulfilled,  in  the  ancient  church. 
The  name  of  Jesus  was  an  antidote  to  the  poison  of  literal  serpents  ;  in  the  name  of 
Jesu.s,  m.en  spake  with  new  tongues ;  in  the  name  of  Jesus  devils  were  cast  out ;  in  the 
name  of  Jesus  the  sick  were  healed.  On  the  day  of  Penteco.st  the  gift  of  speaking  in 
othei-  tongues  was  given  to  Christ's  disciples  by  the  out-pouring  of  the  Holy  Ghost, 
so  that  men  from  many  nations  heard  them  speak  in  their  own  tongues,  the  wonder- 
ful works  of  God;  this  you  will  find  in  Acts  ii.  And  this  was  after  they  were  com- 
manded to  go  out  into  all  the  world,  &c. ;  again,  see  Actsx.  14,  where  you  can  read  the 
whule  account  of  the  conversion  of  Cornelius;  in  the  -i4th  verse  it  is  said,  "  \\'hile 
Peter  yet  spake  the  words,  the  Holy  Ghost  fell  on  all  them  which  heard  the  word." 
Verse  45 :  "  And  they  of  the  circumcision  which  believed  were  a.stonished,  as  many 
us  came  with  Peter,  because  that  on  the  Gentiles  also  was  poured  the  gift  of  the  KoIt 
Ghost."  Verse  4G  :  "For  they  heard  them  speak  with  tongues,  and  magnify  God." 
Here,  then,  are  those  who  believed  in  the  testimony  of  Peter  receiving  one  of  those 
gifts  promised  by  the  Saviour.  Again,  Acts  xix.,  we  read  an  account  of  twelve  men 
-speaking  with  other  tongues,  and  also  prophesying.  Now,  is  not  this  the  signs  fol- 
lowing those  who  believed  the  Apostle's  testimony  ?  These  m.en  we  read  cf  in  the 
19th  of  Acts  had  been  baptized  with  the  baptism  of  John  :  Paul  asked  them  when  he 
came  among  them,  if  they  had  received  the  Holy  Ghost  since  they  believed;  they  re- 
plied that  they  had  not  so  much  as  heard  of  such  a  thing ;  then  Paul  instructed  them 
more  perfectly  and  baptized  them  in  the  name  of  Jesus,  and  laid  his  hands  upon  them, 
and  thay  spake  with  tongues  and  prophesied.  These  pas.«ages  must  be  obliterated 
irom  the  sacred  page,  or  we  must  believe  that  these  signs  followed  believers  according 
to  the  literal  acceptation  of  the  passage,  I  will  give  you  another  quotation  from  Acts 
ix.  17:  "  And  Ananias  went  his  way,  and  entered  into  the  house;  and  putting  his 
hands  on  him,  said,  brother  Saul,  the  Lord,  even  Jesus,  that  appeared  unto  thee 
in  the  way  a.s  thou  earnest,  hath  sent  me,  that  thou  mightest  receive  thy  sight,  and 
be  filletl  with  the  Holy  Ghost."  Verse  IS:  "And  immediately  there  fell  Irom  hii 
eyes  as  it  had  been  scales,  and  he  received  sight  torthwiih,  and  arose,  and  was  bap- 
tized." Here  is  an  account  of  one  v.ho  received  his  sight  by  the  laying  on  of  the 
hands  of  the  servant  of  God.     See  another  instance,  in  Acts  xxviii.  8 :  "  And  it  cam« 
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to  pass  tliat  the  father  of  Publlus  lay  sick  of  a  fevei-  and  of  a  bloody  flux,  to  whom 
Paul  entoved  in.  and  prayed,  and  laid  his  hands  on  him  and  healed  him."  Verse  9 : 
'•  So  \vhen  this  was  done,  others  also  which  had  diseases  in  the  island,  came  and  were 
healed."  * 

I  need  not  quote  any  more  scripture  just  now.  It  is  plain  from  what  I  have  quoted, 
that  either  they  cast  out  literal  devils,  or  the  Bible  is  not  true ;  and,  mark  you, 
[  have  not  been  reading  metaphors,  but  plain  matters  of  historj'.  Either  they  spake 
in  other  tongues  or  the  scriptures  are  not  true,  either  they  healed  the  sick  and  had 
power  over  literal  serpents,  or  the  Bible  is  a  fable.  Paul  says  one  received  one  kind 
of  a  gift,  and  another,  another  kind,  as  it  seemed  good  to  the  mind  of  the  Holy  Ghost. 

Mr  Woodman — My  Christian  friends,  I  will  .say  in  reference  to  the  great  body  of 
Mr.  Gi!)son's  remarks,  that  1  think  he  has  given  himself  a  great  deal  of  unnecessary 
trouble  to  tell  you  what  the  Apostles  did.  I  told  you  I  did  not  deny  that  the  Apostles 
had  the  miraculous  power  in  possession,  so  he  has  been  proving  what  never  was  con- 
tested. The  subject  betv/een  us  is  the  meaning  of  the  Saviour's  promise  to  those  who 
believe.  I  wish  only  to  remark,  in  respect  to  his  saying  that  he  wants  to  have  equal 
terms,  I  offered  the  other  night  to  go  on  with  all  the  subjects  as  many  nights  as  they 
may  require,  but  he  declined,  upon  the  ground  that  he  is  going  to  America ;  but  if  I 
am  informed  cori-ectly,  he  is  not  going  till  January.  If  he  can  spare  a  few  nights 
more,  I  am  at  his  service.  I  .shall  not  flinch  from  the  question  in  the  least,  until  we 
liave  done  with  the  subject.  I  was  remarking  that  the  question  is  not  what  the 
Apostles  did,  but  what  is  the  meaning  of  that  promise  of  the  Saviour  to  believers,  and 
how  it  applies  to  the  church  ? — if  it  is  to  be  taken  in  the  literal  .sense,  or  according  to 
.a  meaning  that  does  not  immediately  appear  in  the  letter?  I  asked  him  who  ever 
took  up  serpents,  and  he  gave  us  the  instance  of  Paul  and  the  viper  in  the  island  of 
Mileta ;  but  that  is  not  taking  up  serpents  ;  to  take  them  up  you  need  to  stoop  down 
and  take  hold  of  them,  and  lift  them  up.  Mr.  Gibson  would  make  it  appear  that 
when  the  serpent  laid  hold  on  Paul's  hand,  that  God  promised  he  should  have  power  to 
shake  it  off:  but  if  we  are  to  have  the  letter,  let  us  abide  by  it.  It  says  they  shall  take 
up  serpents.  He  is  very  fond  to  talk  about  metaphors  and  history.  This  was  not  a 
metaphor,  but  a  matter  of  history,  of  what  the  Lord  promised — it  was  a  promise  to 
believers  that  they  should  take  up  serpents;  but  he  seems  to  have  one  kind  of  a  system 
of  interpretation  for  prophecy,  another  for  metaphors,  and  another  for  history.  But 
I  shall  not  go  further  into  that  point  just  now.  I  wish  to  bring  before  you  the  whole 
of  the  subject,  as  far  as  I  can,  that  you  may  be  able  to  see  the  whole  of  the  position  I 
take,  ajid  then  he  may  have  an  opportunity  of  dealing  \\ith  itas  he  is  able.  He  made 
a  remark  about  the  name  of  Jesus,  and  gave  us  to  understand  that  the  mei"e  name, 
Jesus,  accomplished  all  these  wonders  he  has  quoted ;  and  to  substantiate  this,  pro- 
duced a  singular  proof — the  sons  of  Sceva,  who  commanded  a  devil  to  go  out  of  a  man 
in  the  name  of  Jesus,  whom  Paul  preached,  and  the  devil  flew  upon  them,  &c.  They 
used  the  very  name  ;  and  he  said  it  was  the  only  thing  that  cast  out  the  devil.  Where, 
then,  is  the  distinction  between  these  wicked  men  and  the  Apostles  ?  The  Apostles  had 
something  more  than  the  name ;  they  possessed  the  quality  which  is  derived  from  tbe 
'Lord.  One  thing  more  ;  he  has  stated  a  great  deal  about  these  signs  confirming  the 
people  in, the  knowledge  of  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  Christ.  He  cannot  produce  one 
single  instance  from  the  scripture  that  this  was  the  case,  for  the  Apostles  always  went 
to  the  law  and  to  the  testimony  to  pi'ove  out  of  it  all  the  doctrine  they  preached  to  the 
people.  He  says  that  the  serpent  does  not  mean  the  sensual  nature  of  man ;  what  does 
it  mean  in  those  passages  1  have  brought  to  prove  that  it  does  mean  so  ?  Does  Mr. 
Gibson  mean  to  say  that  the  Lord  brought  forth  a  metaphor  that  might  mean  any- 
thing or  nothing  ?  Jesus  spoke  according  to  divine  wisdom,  and  made  use  of  language 
ineoessary  to  show  forth  that  divine  wisdom.  He  has  never  shown  yet  that  the  things 
'Out  of  J^..  man, .  are  not  representatives  of  things  in  a  man .  I  have  entered  pretty  largely 
"into  the  sitcnification  of  serpents,  and  made  it  plain  to  you,  that  the  Saviour's  promise 
refers  to  the  lifting  of  them  up,  or  to  the  lifting  up  of  that  which  Ues  grovelling  in  the 
dust  of  materialism  ;  therefore,  the  Lord  says — "  And  if  I  be  lifted  up,  1  will  draw  all  men 
unto  me  ;"  speaking  of  what  death  he  should  die,  but  not  meaning  death,  but  that  which 
was  the  means  of  g;lory,  and  by  which  he  ascended  up  far  above  all  heavens.  I  passed 
over  the  casting  >out  «f  devils,  in  my  last  speech,  because  I  thought  1  would  finish  W'hat 
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I  had  to  say  upon  the  subject  of  serpents,  ^vhich  was  the  most  striking.  And  speakinii- 
in  what  is  called  new  tong-ues,  I  omitted,  thinking  that  I  should  have  an  opportunity 
again  of  entering  upon  them.  Perhaps,  in  presenting  the  subjeots  to  your  notice  iii 
this  way  it  was  that  you  might  more  readily  receive  them,  'l  admit  that  a  devil 
signifies  an  infernal  spirit ;  but  that  is  not  the  only  signification  of  the  v/ord  :  we  have 
another  in  Rev.  xviii.  2, — '•  And  he  cried  mightily  with  a  strong  voice,  saying, 
Babylon  the  great  is  fallen,  is  fallen,  and  is  become  the  habitation  of  devils,  and  the 
hold  of  every  foul  spirit,  and  a  cage  of  every  unclean  and  hateful  bird."  Now,  it  is  ad- 
mitted on  all  hands,  that  by  Babylon  is  signified  something  that  is  filse  and  iniquitous, 
and  opposed  to  the  true  state  of  Christianity  ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  fur  me  to  enter 
into  the  various  ideas  entertained  upon  that  word.  It  is  sufficient  for  me  to  see  the 
ideas  represented  by  the  Apocalypse,  which  all  agree  that  devils  sitrnify  something  that 
i.s  false.  I  ask  Mr.  Gibson  whether  it  is  evil  spirits  or  evil  principles  that  make  men 
wicked?  Is  not  the  possession  of  evil  spirits  the  incorporation  of  evil  principles? 
Every  evil,  in  this  scriptural  sense  of  the  term,  is  called  a  devil.  When  Jesus  Christ 
inquired  the  name  of  the  spirit  that  was  in  the  man  that  met  him  out  of  the  tombs, 
the  spirit  said  it  is  legion  ;  meaning  many :  so  the  devils  that  possess  people,  in  all 
ages,  are  many.  There  are  thedevils  of  pride,  of  licentiousness,  of  deceit,  of  hypocrisy, 
&c.  Now  he  gave  power  to  his  disciples  to  cast  out  these  devils,  and  the  true  sign  of 
faith,  in  all  ages,  is,  it  casts  out  devils.  It  thus  becomes  a  sign  to  ourselves,  and 
proves  to  us  that  our  faith  is  genuine  ;  and  every  Christian,  of  every  age,  in  the  Church, 
that  has  been  a  partaker  of  a  vital  faith  in  the  Lord,  this  sign  has  followed ;  because 
■whatever  comes  from  the  Lord  is  power,  and  rejects  all  evil. 

Mr.  Gibson. — My  friends,  I  would  first  remark  with  regard  to  meeting  Mr. 
Woodman.  He  says  I  am  not  going  away  until  January,  and  suppos  js  that  I  may  have 
time  to  m.eet  him,  but  I  would  inform  him  that  I  have  so  much  to  do  by  way  of  pre- 
paration for  my  journey,  and  the  visitation  of  thirty  branches  of  the  church,  that  I 
shall  need  all  the  time  1  can  command  between  now  and  then. 

I  will  now  come  to  the  subject  of  discussion.  He  makes  a  quibble  by  saying  that 
Paul  did  not  take  up  the  serpent  that  fastened  upon  his  hand.  But,  let  me  ask,  wa.s 
not  the  mii'acle  the  same,  whether  he  took  it  up  or  whether  it  fastened  upon  his  hand, 
was  it  not  by  the  power  of  Cod  that  his  life  was  preserved?  He  talks  a])out  serpent 
charmers,  I  ask  him  did  Paul  charm  this  one  when  it  fastened  upon  his  hand: 
Whether  he  took  it  up,  or  whether  it  fastened  upon  his  hand,  the  power  of  God  was 
made  manifest  all  the  same,  and  still  this  instance  remains  as  a  mighty  proof  that 
these  signs  did  literally  follow  believers  as  Christ  promised.  He  asks  why  the  mere 
name  of  Jesus,  as  used  by  the  sons  of  Sceva,  did  not  cast  out  the  devils  ?  Why,  be- 
cause they  did  not  believe  in  the  testimony  of  Paul,  and  thus  become  enabled  to  cast 
out  devils ;  these  signs  were  to  follow  them  that  believed, — they  were  unbelieving. 
Again,  he  said  the  apostles  always  proved  their  doctrine  out  of  the  scriptures.  True, 
but  what  followed  after  the  people  believed  the  apostles'  preaching  and  scriptural 
proofs  ?  Why,  having  believed,  they  then  received  a  testimony  for  themselves  ;  for 
these  signs  followed  them  that  believed.  The  Latter-day  8aints  do  not  work  miracles 
to  make  people  believe ;  but  they  first  give  them  the  law  and  the  testimony,  and  pro- 
mise, as  the  apostles  did,  that  signs  shall  follow  those  who  believe.  Were  1  to  work  a 
miracle  just  now,  it  would  not  prove  me  to  be  a  servant  of  God.  The  magicians  of 
Egypt  could  work  miracles,  so  could  the  witch  of  Endor,  and  we  read  that  the  devil 
in  the  last  days  Avill  work  miracles  ;  but  their  miracles  do  not  prove  them  to  be  the 
servants  of  God.  If  you  read  a  book  upon  chemistry,  wherein  you  are  taught  to  put 
certain  things  together  to  produce  certain  effects ;  if  you  put  these  things  together. 
and  these  effects  are  produced,  would  they  not  prove  to  you  that  the  book  was  true  ? 
and  would  it  not  be  to  you  a  testimony  that  would  confirm  you  in  the  faith  of  che- 
mistry. The  Bible  says,  "  In  my  name  they  shall  cast  out  devils,  speak  with  new 
tongues,  take  up  serpents,"  &c.  Now,  by  this  means  you  may  also  prove  that  the 
Bible  is  true.  He  goes  on  to  say,  that  he  admits  that  a  devil  means  an  infernal 
S'pirit.  I  thank  him  for  that  admission.  Now  the  qtiestion  resolves  itself  into  this, 
was  it  infernal  spirits  that  was  promised  to  be  cast  out  in  the  name  of  Jesus,  or  only 
evils,  or  infernal  principles,  that  were  to  be  cast  out  ?  As  I  asked  him  before,  was  it 
a  legion  of  evils,  or  devils  of  pride,  deceit,  hypocrisy,  &c.,  that  besought  Christ  to  let 
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tlietn  ^n  into  the  swine  ? — or  shall  we  just  take  it  as  a  history  given  in  the  Bible, 
that  Christ  actuall}'  cast  out  infernal  spirits?  I  agree  with  him  that  there  are  a  great 
many  figures  of  spcocli  used  in  the  Bible  :  but  the  question  is  this  :  are  the  passages 
we  read  as  a  history  of  events  that  literally  transpired,  to  be  considered  in  this  figu- 
rative sense  ?  If  so,  let  him  take  those  passages  I  have  brought  forward,  and  shew  to 
you  the  sense  he  applies  to  tliem.  He  aslcs  me  if  the  passage  he  ipotes  from  the  Re- 
velations means  infernal  spirits  ?  The  question  is  not,  what  that  passage  means,  but 
do  the  passages  I  have  quoted  refer  to  infernal  spirits  ? — if  not,  let  him  prove  to  this 
congregation  that  they  refer  to  something  else.  He  never  looked  at  the  passage  I 
quoted  from  Paul's  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  where  he  declares  every  man  receives 
a  manifestation  of  the  spirit  of  God — to  one  was  given  the  word  of  wisdom,  to 
another  the  working  of  mu'acles,  &c.  Why  docs  he  not  take  up  that,  and  if  it  does  not 
mean  what  it  says,  show  us  what  it  does  mean.  I  declare  that  it  means  what  it  says  ; 
that  those  who  received,  and  believed  the  apostles'  testimony,  received  those  signs  as  a 
confirmation  of  their  faith.  Man  has  not  only  to  believe  that  Jesus  Christ  ascended, 
but  thit  these  signs  would  follow  him.  The  disciples  were  not  only  sent  to  preach 
that  Christ  vi^as  the  Lord,  but  they  were  bound  to  promise  that  these  signs  should  fol- 
low men  if  they  believed.  Paul  says,  these  signs  did  follow  believers  literally — my 
friend  says  they  did  not.  Paul  in  the  xiv.  of  ist  Cor.  tells  them  how  to  use  these 
signs,  so  as  to  be  benefited  by  them,  proving  that  these  signs  did  literally  follow  them 
that  believed.  I  might  refer  you  to  other  passages,  but  what  I  have  quoted  is  sufti- 
cient  until  he  overturns  them,  and  then  I  will  produce  more.  I  have  pi'oved  that  in 
the  name  of  Josus  they  did  cast  out  liter;d  devils,  spake  with  nevy  tongues,  &c.,  accord- 
ing to  the  promise  oi  Jesus  when  he  ascended,  and  if  I  a\n  Avrong  it  is  for  my 
friend  to  prove  it.  Whjit  I  ha\-e  laid  down  is  a  matter  of  plain  history,  and  not  figu- 
rative expressions,  which  he  indulges  so  lar,i;ely  in.  I  wish  him  to  look  at  these  pas- 
sages and  disprove  them,  and  if  he  cannot  disfirove  them,  then  of  course  the  point  is 
set!  led,  that  these  signs  did  follow  thetnthat  believe. 

Mr.  Woodman. — My  christian  fi-iends,  I  think  I  can  m.adce  you  understand,  though 
I  cannot  make  him  understand,  that  I  never  called  in  question  any  of  the  miracles  he 
has  quoted  from  the  7lcts  of  the  Apostles:  this  is  not  the  nature  of  the  question;  the 
question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  those  views  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  in  his  pro- 
mises to  those  that  believe.  Now,  he  tells  you  the  passages  which  I  brought  forward 
are  metaphors.  What  docs  that  amount  to  ?  It  is  no  more  than  a  mere  assertion. 
He  has  not  given  you  any  proof  that  they  are  metaphors.  He  says,  it  does  not 
matter  what  that  passage  signifies  that  says  Babylon  is  an  habitation  of  devils.  I  showed 
you  from  that,  that  the  incoi'poration  of  evil  may  be  understood  as  the  incorporation 
of  a  devil,  as  that  passage  evidently  refers  to  and  means  evil.  He  has  not  shown  you 
any  reason  why  that  -word  which  the  Lord  uses  in  the  passage  selected,  has  not  the 
same  meaning'. 

He  says,  the  Lord  calls  liimself  a  door  ;  he  is  a  divine  door.  He  calls  himself  a  vine ; 
he  is  a  divine  tree.  Mr.  Gibson  could  not  suppose  us  to  think  he  is  like  a  common 
tree  that  grows  upon  the  ground.  Now,  if  he  would  examine,  he  would  find  in  the 
scripture,  that  there  are  trees  of  righteousness  :  these  are  not  figurative  trees,  but 
they  are  real  trees,  they  have  their  roots  in  the  minds  of  men,  and  grow  there.  So 
evils  are  real  things  in  the  minds  of  those  who  cherish  them.  I  shall  go  on  in  giving 
you  my  view  of  the  subject.  I  wish  he  would  allov/  me  to  get  this  out,  and  if  we 
cannot  settle  it  to  night,  I  am  willing  to  have  another  night  with  him  or  any  one  else. 
The  first  effect  of  faith  was  to  cast  out  devils,  by  which  are  signified  the  evils  which 
man  inherits  from  his  parents,  and  makes  his  own  by  actual  conversion.  He  said,  if 
you  put  together  certain  ingredients,  you  will  have  certain  results,  and  that  signs  in 
the  same  way  are  the  results  of  faith.  "^This  I  do  not  deny.  The  second  sign  is,  they 
shall  speak  with  new  tongues,  \\'hich  only  occurs  in  one  passage,  and  that  is  where  the 
apostles  spoke  with  other  tongues  on  the  day  of  Pentecost.  My  opinion  is,  that  they 
had  another  idea  of  a  new  tongue  than  that  Mr.  Gibson  seems  to  have ;  they  did  not 
imagine  it  was  only  a  mere  sound  that  is  uttered.  He  might  speak  in  French,  in 
German,  or  in  any  of  the  oriental  languages,  and  not  speak  in  a  nevk^  tongue.  What- 
ever a  man  speaks,  it  is  the  old  tongue  which  he  speaks.  Because  it  is  called  a  new 
tongue,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  it  is  the  quality  of  the  sound  or  the  speech 
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that  is  there  meant.  Now  I  think  this  view  of  the  subject  will  be  useful  to  us,  for  it 
shews  us  we  may  have  those  privileges  of  using  our  tongues  to  speak  forth  the  glorious 
gospel,  and  having  the  evil  cast  out  of  us  by  that  means,  we  can  then  cast  the  devil  out 
of  some  one  else.  He  brought  forth  one  passage  that  might  have  taught  him  this, 
Isfc  Corinthians,  xii.  2,  "Wherefore  I  give  you  to  understand  that  no  man  speaking 
by  the  spii-it  of  God,  calleth  Jesus  accursed,  and  that  no  man  can  say  that  Jesus  is 
the  Lord,  but  by  the  Holy  Ghost."  Cannot  a  wicked  man  say  that  Jesus  is  the  Lord  ? 
if  it  only  means  just  the  pronouncing  of  a  mere  word  ? 

But  Mr.  Gibson  (I  do  not  say  he  does  it  intentionally)  confines  his  mind  to  mere 
sensual  things.  Now  the  sense  in  which  these  things  are  perceived  by  him  is  only 
by  the  senses  ;  and  therefore  he  has  a  God  which  he  sees  only  as  a  material  being  ; 
— that  God  will  nerer  enable  him  to  lift  up  a  serpent,  or,  in  other  words,  his  mind 
into  the  light  of  Christ,  which  is  grovelling  in  the  dust  of  materialism.  (Mr. 
Woodman  is  called  to  order  by  the  people.)  I  will  resume  my  remarks  ;  and  let  me 
entreat  you  to  listen  to  me,  and  to  my  opponent  also,  with  attention.  If  I  have  ex- 
pressed myself  in  language  too  strong,  I  am  sorry  for  it.  It  does  bear  upon  this  sub- 
ject, becaiise  the  real  point  in  question  is,  the  results  of  true  faith  in  the  Lord  Jesus 
Christ.  Now  I  will  call  your  attention  again  to  what  is  said  respecting  tongues,  if 
you  will  turn  to  Psalm  xii,  2 — "  They  speak  vanity  every  one  with  his  neighbour ; 
with  flattering  lips  and  with  a  double  heart  do  they  speak."  Now  does  not  that  refer 
to  the  quaUty  of  the  speech,  and  is  not  the  quality  greater  than  the  language  ;  if  you 
meet  a  friend,  whether  his  speech  is  in  the  German  language,  or  in  the  French  lan- 
guage, or  in  any  of  the  languages  of  the  world,  the  sincerity  and  truthfulness  of  the 
man  would  outweigh  all  the  languages  in  the  world  in  importance.  It  is  said  in 
Isaiah,  xxviii,  11 — "For  with  stammering  lips,  and  with  another  tongue,  will  I  speak 
to  this  people."  I  apprehend  the  thing  the  Lord  meant  was  another  mode  of  speak- 
ing more  adapted  to  their  state,  and  not  in  another  language  There  can  be  no 
question,  if  we  take  all  this  into  consideration,  that  where  it  speaks  of  other  tongues, 
it  has  relation  to  qualities  of  mind,  instead  of  to  the  speech,  being  bad  or  good.  As 
the  Apostle  James  says — "  It  is  an  unruly  evil,  full  of  deadly  poison,  therewith  bless 
we  God,  even  the  Father,  and  therewith  curse  we  men,  which  are  made  after  the 
similitude  of  God :  out  of  the  same  mouth  proceedeth  blessings  and  cursings." 
There  is  a  difference  between  the  speech  of  an  unregenerate  man  and  a  man  that  is  re- 
generated ;  there  is  a  great  gulf  placed  between  them,  greater  than  the  EngUsh 
channel  is  between  the  lands  it  divides  ;  there  is  a  greater  difference  between  them 
than  there  is  in  any  natural  thing  with  which  we  are  acquainted.  No  man  can  say 
that  Jesus  is  the  Lord,  but  by  the  Holy  Ghost.  So  that  to  speak  in  tongues  means 
something  more  than  the  mere  word ;  it  has  reference  to  the  quality  of  the  thing 
spoken,  and  not  to  the  quality  of  the  tongue.  We  must  not  let  om*  minds  be  carried 
away  thinking  that  there  is  not  anything  in  the  Bible  but  metaphor  and  history.  The 
Bible  was  given  to  us  to  be  profitable  to  us  in  doctrine,  for  reproof,  and  for  correc- 
tion in  righteousness,  that  the  man  of  God  might  be  made  perfect,  thoroughly  fur- 
nished in  every  good  work.  Again  Isaiah,  xxxii,  6 — "  For  the  vile  person  will  speak 
■viUany,  and  his  heart  will  work  iniquities,  to  practice  hypocrisy,  and  to  utter  error 
against  the  Lord,  to  make  empty  the  soul  of  the  hungry,  and  he  vidll  cause  the  drink 
of  the  thirsty  to  fail."  Now  does  this  refer  to  the  value  of  the  person  that  will  speak 
villany,  or  to  the  value  of  his  language ;  we  all  know  that  the  quality  of  the  man  is 
spoken  of  here,  and  not  the  mere  sound  of  his  speech.  When  a  man  turns  from  the 
error  of  his  way,  he  no  longer  speaks  the  language  of  villany ;  he  speaks  in  another 
tongue,  although  he  speaks  in  the  same  language  in  which  he  was  educated. 

Mr.  Gibson — My  friends  :  IVIr.  Woodman,  in  starting  his  last  speech  has  agsua 
foimd  fault  with  me  for  quoting  scripture.  He  says  he  never  called  in  question  the 
things  recorded  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles.  I  mean  to  tell  Mr.  Woodman,  that  I 
will  not  pass  over  it  till  he  shows  the  views  he  entertains  can  be  applied  to  the  passages 
I  have  read  to  him.  If  he  believes  that  these  things  did  actually  occur  as  I  have  read 
them,  then  he  and  I  are  no  longer  at  variance  upon  this  point — then  these  signs  did 
follow  them  that  bdieve ;  it  must  be  so,  if  he  believes  these  things  in  the  way  I  have 
read  them.  If  they  do  not  mean  so,  or  if  they  are  not  to  be  understood  in  the  way  I 
have  read  them,  then  it  is  for  him  to  show  what  these  passages  do  mean,  and  not  to 


40  GIBSON   AND    WOODMAN's   DISCUSSION. 

go  to  others  having  no  bearing  on  the  subject.  He  says  the  apostles  did  speak  in 
real  tongues,  but  those  who  believed  did  not ; — it  is  quite  easy  for  him  to  make  an 
assumption,  and  upon  that  to  rear  a  fabric.  I  grant  the  apostles  spake  in  real  tongues  ; 
but  I  do  not  grant  the  assumption,  that  those  who  believed  in  the  apostles'  words  did 
not  speak  in  real  tongues  also,  as  well  as  the  apostles.  Those  who  heard  them  on  the 
day  of  Pentecost  said,  these  men  are  drunk  with  new  wine.  Suppose  we  had  hved 
in  the  days  of  the  apostles,  and  had  heard  men  speaking  in  a  language  we  did  not 
understand,  would  that  prove  the  language  to  be  a  mere  gibberish  ?  It  might  appear 
like  an  Indian  gibberish  to  us,  and  after  all  be  a  real  tongue.  He  goes  on  to  say, 
that  when  they  spoke  in  new  tongues,  it  means  new  qualities  of  speech.  I  grant 
that  a  man  may  get  a  new  desire — that  is,  he  may  begin,  instead  of  blaspheming 
God,  to  call  upon  his  name,  see  things  in  a  different  Ught  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  but 
what  has  that  to  do  with  the  question  ? — the  question  is,  did  these  signs  follow  the 
ancient  believers  literally  ?  Mr.  Woodman  says,  if  a  friend  speak  to  you  in  the  Ger- 
man tongue,  it  is  of  great  importance  to  know  if  he  spoke  in  sincerity.  I  grant  it ; 
but  if  a  man  came  here  to  speak  to  you  in  German,  how  would  you  know  he  was  sin- 
cere, unless  you  understood  him  ?  if  a  man  came  to  speak  to  you,  you  must  understand 
him  in  order  to  know  the  quality  of  his  speech.  Therefore,  Jesus  Christ  gave  them 
in  ancient  times  this  gift,  and  sent  them  to  speak  the  wonderful  things  of  God  to  the 
people,  of  different  languages,  and  tongues — what  one  nation  would  understand 
would  be  gibberish  to  the  other  nations  ;  but  the  disciples  were  sent  to  represent  the 
truth  to  the  people  in  their  own  tongue,  and  this  is  the  true  meaning  and  use  of 
tongues. 

Again,  all  these  signs  that  I  have  read  from  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  did  actually  follow 
believers,  who  not  only  ceased  to  blaspheme,  but  they  also  spake  with  tongues  and  pro- 
phesied, and  as  Paul  says,  one  received  one  gift,  and  another,  another  gift,  of  a  dif- 
f(grent  kind.  Again  Paul  tells  one  of  the  ancient  churches,  that  if  any  spake  in 
tongues,  and  had  not  the  gift  of  interpretation,  they  were  to  pray  that  they  might  in- 
terpret ;  and  if  there  were  no  interpreter,  he  advised  them  not  to  speak  in  tongues. 
Does  not  that  prove  that  this  was  the  gift  of  a  real  language,  that  even  the  person 
who  received  it,  might  himself  not  understand  ?  Mr.  Woodman's  definition  of  new 
tongues  could  not  apply  here.  My  friend  quoted  1st  Corinthians,  xii.  3,  where  it 
-says,  "No  man  speaking  by  the  spirit  of  God-calleth  Jesus  accursed,  and  that  no  man 
can  say  that  Jesus  is  the  Lord,  but  by  the  Holy  Ghost."  And  then  he  asked,  can  not' 
wicked  men  say  that  Jesus  is  the  Lord,  and  not  by  the  Holy  Ghost  ?  and  why  ?  because 
it  is  instilled  in  them  from  their  infancy,  it  grew  with  their  growth,  and  strengthened 
with  their  strength,  but  that  faith  is  no  better  than  the  faith  or  the  worshippers  of  Juger- 
naut,  the  heathen  god.  It  was  declared  that  the  disciples  stole  the  body  of  Jesus  from  the 
tomb ;  who  then  would  say  that  Jesus  was  the  Lord,  where  that  lie  was  almost  universally 
beheved  ?  So  that  unless  he  had  some  sure  token  of  its  truth,  he  would  not  say  so. 
It  was  considered  when  a  man  could  say  so,  he  was  sincere,  and  had  received  the 
Holy  Ghost,  for  it  was  at  that  time,  a  hard  thing  to  say  that  Jesus  was  the  Christ. 
When  they  said  so,  it  was  in  sincerity,  for  they  had  received  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  a 
manifestation  of  the  spirit  was  given  to  them,  and  thus  they  knew  that  Christ  had  as- 
cended up  on  high,  and  had  received  gifts  for  men  to  fulfil  his  promise,  "  that  these 
signs  shall  follow  them  that  believe."  They  had  received  this  gift  of  the  Holy  Ghost 
-and  signs,  by  wliich  they  knew  that  Christ  lived,  and  that  his  servants  were  true  men. 
if  a  man  receives  no  manifestation,  how  can  he  know  that  Jesus  is  the  Lord  ?  he  may 
say  so,  because  his  father  told  him  so,  but  he  cannot  say  it  by  the  gift  of  the  Holy 
Ghost.  Now,  all  these  gifts  were  in  the  church,  although  one  individual  did  not 
receive  them  all ;  one  received  tongues,  another  received  the  gift  to  interpret  tongues, 
another  the  gift  of  wisdom,  and  another  knowledge,  and  another  the  gift  of  heaUng, 
&c. ;  the  spirit  dividing  to  every  man  severally  as  he  would.  This  is  the  testimony  of 
the  apostles,  and  I  should  Hke  my  friend  to  look  at  it,  and  try  to  overturn  it  if  he  can. 
I  have  granted  him  all  he  wants ;  that  a  man  does  speak  in  another  quaUty  when  he 
ias  turned  from  the  error  of  his  ways,  but  that  does  not  rob  him  of  the  enjoyment  of 
the  actual  gifts  which  Christ  has  promised  to  them  that  believe.  That  in  the  name 
of  Jesus,  they  should  cast  out  devils,  &c.  I  have  proved  from  the  scriptures,  that 
these  signs  did  actually  follow  believers ;  and  from  this,  we  gather  the  true  meaning 
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of  the  words.  If  these  signs  never  had  followed  believers,  then  we  might  have  been 
inclined  to  believe  Mr.  Woodman's  theory,  but  we  can  not  admit  his  theory  and  prove 
that  the  actual  signs  did  follow  them  that  believe  too.  I  ask  my  opponent  did  these 
signs  actually  follow  believers  in  the  ancient  church  ?  So  far  as  we  have  the  history 
of  that  chui'ch  in  the  scriptures,  I  have  proved  they  did ;  and  I  nmst  again  let  him 
know  that  I  wall  not  go  from  the  point  to  night,  till  he  proves  these  passages  wrong, 
and  shows  us  how  his  meaning  can  be  applied  to  them.  With  regard  to  the  expres- 
sion used  by  him,  that  the  apostles  always  proved  their  doctrine  out  of  the  scriptures, 
and  not  by  signs,  I  may  just  say,  that  I  have  been  endeavouring  to  prove  my  doctrine 
by  the  law  and  the  testimony.  Suppose  a  man  should  come  from  London  to  this 
place  as  an  accredited  agent  of  an  insurance  company ;  we  have  two  ways  of  proving 
him  one,  by  sending  a  letter  to  the  fountain  head ;  and  another  way,  by  obejing  the 
laws  of  the  institution,  and  claiming  the  benefits  of  it.  So  we  have  two  ways  of 
proving  that  Christ  has  risen  from  the  dead  ;  first,  by  getting  new  revelation  from 
heaven,  like  Paul,  and  in  the  second  place,  by  obeying  the  Gospel  when  administered 
by  proper  persons,  and  claiming  the  fulfilment  of  Christ's  promise  in  the  signs  that 
were  to  follow  believers.  When  the  apostles  were  sent  out  into  the  world,  they  were 
proved  true  or  false  men  by  the  literal  fulfilment  or  non-fulfilment  of  this  important  pro- 
mise. Miracles  of  themselves,  never  can  prove  a  man  a  servant  of  God  to  others,  they 
must  prove  it  for  themselves,  having  believed  the  testimony  of  God's  messengers,  they 
claim  the  privilege  of  becoming  sons  and  daughters  of  God,  and  then  in  the  name  of 
Jesus,  it  is  promised  they  shall  cast  out  devils ;  speak  in  languages  which  they  have 
not  been  taught ;  and  lay  hands  on  the  sick,  and  they  shall  recover. 

Mr.  Woodman. — My  Christian  friends,  Mr.  Gibson  commenced  by  saying  that  I 
had  made  an  assertion,  that  the  tongues  which  are  mentioned  in  the  Scriptures 
are  gibberish.  I  never  said  anything  of  the  kind.  He  believes  they  were  real 
tongues  ;  I  believe  they  were.  I  was  speaking  to  you  when  I  left  off  before,  concern- 
ing the  nature  of  these  tongues,  I  will  go  on  and  bring  out  the  whole  of  the  subject  ; 
and  if  this  night  is  not  sufficient,  I  will  take  another  one  to  it.  The  Lord  says,  in  a 
passage  which  I  have  already  referred  to,  in  Mat.  xii.  34, — "  O  generation  of  vipers  ! 
how  can  ye,  being  evil,  speak  good  things  :  for  out  of  the  abundance  of  the  heart,  the 
mouth  speaketh."  From  which  I  have  before  shown  you  that  the  real  new  tongue  is 
a  new  quality  of  speech.  Mr.  Gibson  said  that  the  Apostles  spake  with  new  tongues. 
It  is  not  so  said,  but  it  says  they  spake  with  other  tongues,  by  which  is  meant  they 
spoke  in  languages  which  were  already  in  existence,  and  understood  by  those  who  came 
to  the  feast  of  Pentecost ;  and,  therefore,  a  new  tongue  means  something  evidently 
different  from  this.  It  is  a  tongue  of  another  quality:  namely,  of  a  Christian  quality. 
A  man  speaks  with  a  new  tongue  when  he  speaks  by  the  love  of  God.  Mr.  Gibson 
says  he  agrees  with  this  ;  that  when  a  person  becomes  the  subject  of  the  spirit  of  God, 
instead  of  blaspheming-,  he  turns  his  attention  to  prayer ;  but  this  does  not  come  up  to 
to  the  standard.  A  person  may  profess  to  pray  a  great  deal ;  but  unless  they  are 
heart  words,  still  the  tongue  is  only  the  old  tongue.  Mr.  Gibson  brought  up  that 
passage  again,  in  which  it  is  said,  no  man  can  say  that  Jesus  is  the  Lord,  but  by  the 
Holy  Ghost,  &c.  And  he  admitted  they  could  say  that  Jesus  is  the  Lord,  without  the 
Holy  Ghost ;  and  then,  in  order  to  prove  that  they  could  not  say  so,  without  the  spirit 
of  the  Lord,  he  said  it  was  because  they  had  been  educated  to  believe  it  from  their  in- 
fancy. This  does  not  prove  they  could  not  say  so  without  the  Holy  Ghost ;  but  it 
proves  they  could  say  so  without  it.  Its  meaning,  however,  is,  that  no  one  can  say  so 
from  the  new  heart,  and  with  a  new  language,  unless  he  himself  has  experienced  that 
faith,  and  has  cast  out  the  various  devils ;  and  having  cast  out  the  old  man  with  his 
deeds,  then  he  can  speak  in  the  new  spirit  of  heaven,  and  frame  words  new  from  the 
inside.  The  next  thing  promised  is  "  if  ye  drink  any  deadly  thing  it  shall  not  hurt 
you."  I  suppose  Mr.  Gibson  believes  that  is  to  be  understood  as  refeiring  to  prussio 
acid  or  some  other  deadly  poison  ;  and  he  will  say  the  Lord  promised  a  person  might 
drink  the  deadly  poison  and  not  l^e  hurt.  I  will  ask  him  if  he  thinks  faith,  no  larger 
than  a  grain  of  mustard  seed,  will  remove  mountains  ?  No  one  ever  did  remove 
mountains  with  it ;  and  there  has  been  no  lack  of  opportunity,  while  the  cutting  of 
so  many  railways  have  of  late  been  progressing.  Thei-e  have  been  no  mountains  of 
this  kind  removed ;  but  all  Christians  know  well  that  faith  has  removed  mountains  of 
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sin,  that  stood  in  the  way  of  their  eternal  happiness.  Now  I  do  maintain  that  these 
gifts  are  far  more  valuable  than  the  gifts  he  talks  about.  He  says  all  those  who  have 
those  gifts  have  f.xith  ;  then  it  must  appear  that  those  who  have  not  those  gifts  have 
not  faith.  He  talks  about  accredited  agents,  and  told  us  God  was  not  omnipresent, 
but  like  the  society  in  London,  who  has  to  send  down  accredited  agents :  viewing 
Ood  in  the  same  light  as  he  does  Queen  Victoria,  and  he  could  not  tell  us  what  was 
the  difference.  He  has  no  idea  of  God.  What  could  Victoria  do  if  it  was  not  for  the 
minister  she  sends  ? — they  may  deceive  her  and  ruin  her  kingdom !  In  fact,  this  very 
doctrine  of  God  not  being  everywhere  present,  is  ruinous  in  its  nature :  for  if  you  keep 
friends  with  his  agent  you  Avill  be  all  right.  God  is  not  there,  and  cannot  know  your 
wickedness  or  your  righteousness.  These  are  awful  principles.  If  the  Lord  pro- 
claim miracles  let  them  perform  them.  Suppose  our  friend  had  restored  the  man  that 
was  in  the  fit,  the  other  night,  would  that  have  convinced  you  ?  No ;  you  would 
have  brought  that  passage  that  speaks  of  the  coming  of  false  prophets,  that  should 
come  in  the  last  days,  to  work  signs  and  wonders,  to  deceive  the  very  elect,  if  possible. 
And  did  not  the  Beast  of  old  do  signs  and  wonders,  that  set  the  world  a-wondering 
after  him.  But  these  signs  of  casting  out  devils,  &c.,  I  have  taught  you,  this  evening, 
there  can  be  no  mistake  about  them.  If  a  man  has  these,  he  need  not  send  for  fresh 
revelation,  for  he  has  the  witness  in  himself.  I  will  take  him  up  upon  the  subject  if 
he  chooses  :  "  that  we  do  not  need  any  new  revelation."  We  need  no  more  than  the 
Bible  ;  it  is  sufficient,  when  rightly  understood.  Or,  I  will  take  him  up  again  upon 
any  one  of  the  subjects  of  this  debate,  as  we  have  not  had  time  sufficient  to  examine 
them  properly  to  the  full  extent.  Jesus  says,  if  you  drrink  any  deadly  thing  it  shall 
not  hurt  you.  He  does  not  say  any  one  had  to  drink  the  deadly  thing.  There  are  a 
great  many  views  entertained  by  different  parties,  as  to  this  drinking  of  a  deadly 
thing.  It  cannot  be  right  to  suppose  that  it  means  literal  poison.  If  you  wUl  look  at 
Psalm,  cxli.  7,  the  Psalmist  says,  "  our  bones  are  scattered  at  the  gTave's  mouth,  as  when 
one  cutteth  and  cleaveth  wood  upon  the  earth."  Jeremiah,  in  his  lamentations,  says, 
"  his  bones  were  broken."  The  Prophet  Isaiah  makes  use  of  simUar  expressions, 
which  all  refer  to  the  moral  condition  of  man.  The  Psalmist's  bones  were  not  really 
scattered,  Jeremiah's  bones  were  not  really  broken.  Neither  are  we  to  understand 
the  deadly  thing  referred  to  is  real  poison.  What  can  be  more  deadly  in  its  nature 
than  sin  ? — it  is  the  spiritual  disease  of  the  soul,  and  the  wicked  diink  it  dowa  like 
water.  Now,  the  Christian  faith  is  antidote  to  that  spiritual  poison.  It  was  the  an- 
cient custom,  as  I  told  you  before  to  signify  a  connexion  between  the  internal  man 
and  the  external  appearances.  We  have  it  in  the  language  of  Isaiah  : — "  The  weak 
hands  are  lifted  up,  and  the  feeble  knees  are  strengthened ;"  referring  to  the  state  of 
the  spiritual  man. 

Mr.  Gibson. — I  shall  now  look  at  a  few  things  that  have  been  said  by  my  oppo- 
nent. He  began  by  acknowledging  that  the  tongues  spoken  of  in  Mark  and  other 
places  are  real  tongues ;  and  that  they  actually  did  do  these  things  in  the  days 
of  the  apostles  which  I  have  noticed.  I  ask.  if  he  acknowledges  this,  what  was  the 
use  of  him  and  me  coming  here  to  discuss  this  question  to-night,  for  we  are  agreed. 
If  the  question  at  issue  is  the  true  nature  of  the  signs  promised  to  follow  faith,  and 
are  the  terms  there  used  to  be  taken  in  the  literal  sense,"  he  has  acceded  to  my  view 
of  the  question.  I  deny  what  he  says  is  true,  that  when  a  man  speaks  by  the  love  of 
God,  he  speaks  in  a  new  tongue  or  language ;  he  has  ceased  using  it  for  evil,  and  now 
uses  it  for  good,  but  he  speaks  the  same  language  as  before,  with  the  same  tongue. 

Again,  he  says,  the  apostles  spoke  on  the  day  of  Pentecost  in  other  tongues ;  now 
the  question  is,  did  they  speak  in  other  languages  ?  and  if  they  spoke  in  other  languages, 
then  that  is  to  be  taken  in  the  literal  sense ;  and  when  a  man  speaks  in  another 
language  than  his  native  tongue,  to  him  it  is  a  new  tongue.  To  cast  out  unclean 
spirits, — is  to  be  taken  in  the  literal  sense,  according  to  the  passages  I  have  quoted. 

Did  they  really  lay  hands  upon  the  sick  ?  he  has  said  something  about  the  sickness  of 
the  soul ;  but  the  father  of  Publius  had  a  trouble  upon  his  system  and  was  healed  of 
it  literally,  and  it  was  done  according  to  the  testimony  of  tfesus ;  is  this  not  to  be 
understood  literally  ?  He  may  tell  you  that  serpents  in  some  passages  of  scripture, 
^re  not  applied  to  real  serpents ;  this  I  grant :  But  whether  this  passage  in  the 
Psalms,  and  that  passage  in  Isaiah  is  a  figure  of  speech,  is  not  the  question ;  but  in 
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the  passages  I  have  read,  where  we  have  a  record  of  things  that  actually  took  place, 
did  they  take  place  as  recorded,  or  did  they  not  ?  that  is  the  question  ;  and  if  1  have 
proved  that  these  things  did  occur,  I  have  proved  the  position  I  took  in  hand  to  do. 
I  never  denied  that  a  man  could  use  his  tongue  to  the  glory  of  God,  but  I  do  deny 
that  doing  so  in  the  same  language  he  had  before  but  now  used  to  a  nobler  purpose 
is  a  new  tongue,  it  is  the  same  tongue  put  to  a  new  use.  I  do  not  intend  to  run 
iiway  from  the  question  ;  but  I  want  my  friend  to  look  at  the  passages  I  have  pro- 
duced, and  try  if  his  rule  will  apply  to  them.  I  grant  all  he  has  said  about  a  man 
speaking  by  the  love  of  God,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  these  actual  signs  should  not 
follow  them  that  believe.  Mr.  Woodman  asks  me,  do  they  follow  the  Latter-day 
Saints  ?  that  is  not  the  question ;  but  to  reply  to  it  I  would  say,  if  they  do  not  follow 
us  nor  him,  then  none  of  us  ai-e  believers.  He  may.  perhaps,  ask  me  to  drink  poison, 
speak  in  tongues,  or  work  a  miracle!  but  Paul  declares  that  God  divided  these  gifts 
to  the  mem.bers  severally  as  he  would  ;  one  miglit  ask  one  of  the  true  believers  in 
Paul's  day  to  speak  in  tongues,  and  he  might  say,  no,  that  is  not  my  gift,  I  have  got 
the  spirit  of  prophecy ;  you  might  ask  another  to  work  a  miracle,  that  had  the  gift 
of  wisdom,  &o. ;  and  would  it  prove  them  deceivers  if  they  did  not  do  it ;  certainly 
not.  One  member  has  not  all  the  gifts,  but  the  spirit  has  divided  these  gifts  among 
them  as  he  would.  Show  m.e  the  true  church  in  any  age  of  the  world,  and  1  will 
show  you  a  church  that  has  in  possession  those  gifts  of  God.  Here  is  the  Bible  ;  find 
me  an  account  of  a  people  in  this  book  that  served  God  in  righteousness,  and  you  will 
find  a  people  that  had  these  powers  among  them ;  you  will  find  a  people  that  had  the 
visitation  of  angels,  and  the  voice  of  God  to  instruct  them  in  the  accomplishment  of 
his  will  among  men.  But  when  they  departed  from  the  statutes  of  God,  then  these 
powers  left  them,  and  they  became  weak  and  feeble,  like  Samson  shorn  of  his  locks. 
When  Moses  brought  the  "children  of  Israel  into  the  wilderness,  they  became  a  pecu- 
liar people, — and  how  ?  Why  the  heavens  were  sometimes  opened  to  them,  and  an- 
gels were  sent  as  ministering  spirits,  to  unfold  unto  them  the  mind  and  will  of  God. 
Mr.  Woodman  in  his  last  speech  would  throw  ridicule  upon  the  idea  of  God  sending 
accredited  agents,  by  saying,  if  we  could  make  friends  with  the  agent  it  will  be  all 
right ;  and  he  says  these  are  awful  principles.  You  can  all  bear  witness,  that  in  the 
former  part  of  this  discussion,  he  acknowledged  that  God  did  send  accredited  agents 
who  were  sometimes  called  God,';;  and  that  he  never  appeared  but  through  an  agent ; 
so  in  that  respect  he  and  I  go  hand  in  hand ;  and  if  they  are  awful  principles,  he  has 
acknowledged  them  to  be  true.  God  gave  these  things  to  the  Jews,  he  sent  prophets 
to  them,  gave  them  miracles,  ministration  of  angels,  &c. 

These  blessings  to  ancient  Israel  made  them  a  peculiar  people ;  but  I  find  the  case 
altered  in  the  prophecy  of  Micah  iii.  5  :  "  Thus  saith  the  Lord  concerning  the  pro- 
phets that  make  my  people  err,  that  bite  with  their  teeth  and  cry  peace,  and  he  that 
putteth  not  into  their  mouth  they  even  prepare  war  against  him."  Verse  6  :  "  There- 
fore night  shall  be  unto  you  that  ye  shall  not  have  a  vision,  and  it  shall  be  dark  unto 
you,  that  ye  shall  not  divine,  and  the  sun  shall  go  down  over  the  prophets,  and  the 
day  shall  be  dark  over  them."  Verse  7  :  '•  Then  shall  the  seers  be  ashamed  and  th« 
diviners  confounded,  yea  they  shall  cover  their  lips,  for  there  is  no  answer  from  God." 
There  we  have  an  account  of  these  blessings  being  taken  away  from  them  as  a  judg- 
ment from  God,  because  they  judged  unrighteous  judgment,  because  the  heads  of 
the  people  judged  for  reward,  and  the  priests  taught  for  hire.  And  for  fom*  hun- 
di"ed  years  they  were  left  without  these  blessings,  every  man  being  left  to  follow  the 
spark  of  his  own  kindling.  And  when  Christ  came  they  would  not  receive  him,  but 
put  him  to  death  as  an  impostor.  But  he  made  those  who  believed  in  him  a  peculiar 
people,  by  bringing  back  again  those  peculiar  gifts,  such  as  prophets,  angels,  visions, 
dreams,  power  to  cast  out  devils,  new  tongues,  the  healing  of  the  sick  by  the  power 
of  God,  &c.  And  so  long  as  mankind  obeyed  the  laws  of  God,  so  long  did  he  intend 
they  should  enjoy  these  fa\ours  ;  so  long  should  these  signs  follow  them  that  believe. 

But  if,  hke  those  of  old,  they  should  forsake  the  statutes  of  the  Lord,  and  the 
priests  or  heads  of  the  church  begin  to  preach  for  hire,  and  divine  for  money,  then 
they  might  look  for  these  things  to  cease  to  follow  them ;  then  the  Lord  God  will  take 
these  signs  from  them  as  in  the  days  of  old,  and  there  will  be  no  angels,  visiting  men, 
no  answer  from  God.     This  has  been  the  case  in  every  age  of  the  world,  when  Christ 
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came  he  promised  these  gifts,  and  so  long  as  the  New  Testament  gives  us  the  historv 
of  the  Church,  we  find  these  signs  followed  them  that  believed,  and  wherever  we  find 
the  Church  of  God,  we  may  may  look  for  these  things,  for  God  has  not  changed. 
And  if  the  Cliurch,  to  which  I  belong,  have  not  these  signs  following  believers,  that 
Church  is  not  of  God.  If  these  signs  do  not  follow  believers,  in  the  Church  to  which 
Mr.  Woodman  belongs,  that  church  is  not  the  Church  of  Christ,  or  else  the  Bible  is 
a  fabrication  of  falsehoods. 

Mr.  Woodman. — My  christian  friends,  ]Mr.  Gibson  states  that  he  is  agreed  with 
me,  and  yet,  that  he  does  not  agree  with  me,  and  he  has  brought  forward  a  great 
number  of  passages  concerning  what  the  apostles  did.  Now,  the  passage  which  he 
will  tell  us  is  for  discussion,  is  the  passage  1  have  taken  in  the  16th  chapter  of  Mark. 
And  he  argues  in  this  way :  if  these  signs  did  follow  them  in  ancient  times,  then  tho 
declaration  in  Mark  must  be  taken  according  to  its  literal  meaning.  He  brings  a 
passage  out  of  Corinthians,  where  Paul  speaks  of  certain  gifts  that  existed  in  the 
church  ;  he  says,  that  there  are  diversities  of  gifts,  but  the  same  spirit,  &c.  Now,  if 
Mr.  Gibson  had  only  the  word  of  wisdom,  he  would  not  have  any  of  the  signs  the 
Lord  promised  in  the  text  we  are  now  discussing.  The  Lord  makes  no  distinction 
in  this  passage.  All  believers  may  receive  all  these  gifts,  and  it  is  a  mere  assertion  of 
Mr.  Gibson,  to  say  he  did  not  mean  so.  According  to  his  notion,  the  one  who  has 
the  gift  of  wisdom,  has  not  one  of  the  signs  he  spoke  of  in  the  text  in  question,  he  has 
not  one  of  the  gifts  which  the  Lord  promises,  which  proves  the  position  he  has  taken^ 
is  not  correct.  He  says,  show  me  a  true  church,  and  I  will  show  you  a  church  in  ' 
possession  of  these  gifts.  I  suppose  he  means  to  say,  that  the  Latter-day  Saints  have 
these  gifts :  but  they  have  to  show  that  these  gifts  are  not  lying  wonders,  deceiving  the 
very  elect ;  the  Lord  says,  "  false  christs,  and  false  prophets  should  come,"  they  have  to 
show  they  are  not  the  ones  spoken  of.  I  only  wish  I  had  an  hour  or  two  more  time 
with  you,  (laughter)  you  do  not  mean  to  say  that  one  night,  is  enough  to  bring  forth 
all  that  can  be  brought  forth  upon  this  subject ;  no,  you  may  study  the  Bible  all  your 
lifetime,  and  then  see  enough  to  last  you  another  lifetime. 

The  apostle  speaks  concerning  putting  off  the  works  of  the  old  man.  I  believe  it 
is  to  be  found  in  the  Colossians.  He  says,  "Lie  not  one  to  anothei',  seeing  ye  have 
put  off  the  old  man  with  his  deeds.  Nqw  one  of  the  deeds  of  the  old  man  is,  that  he 
lies  with  his  tongue  ;  and  every  one  that  becomes  the  subject  of  that  which  makes 
him  a  new  man,  he  then  speaks  in  a  new  tongue.  The  word  of  God,  is  not  a 
Avord  afar  off,  but  it  is  nigh  unto  us,  and  the  faith  of  the  heart  speaketh  immediately 
to  that.  And  to  the  putting  on  of  the  new  man,  arrayed  in  honour.  Now,  to  show 
how  mistaken  he  is,  the  scriptures  snys,  "for  there  is  neither  Greek  nor  Jew,  bond  nor 
free,  male  nor  female,  for  they  are  all  one  in  Christ  Jesus."  All  these  distinctions  are 
done  away  with  ;  their  manner,  or  their  languages,  are  not  recognized  in  the  true 
principle  of  the  new  man,  where  Christ  is  all  and  in  all.  Fu'st,  there  must  be  a  faith 
or  belief  of  the  heart  in  the  divine  christian  redemption ;  that  faith  operates,  and  leads 
a  man  to  cast  out  devils ;  it  next  leads  him  to  speak  in  a  new  tongue,  from  inmost  prin- 
ciples, and  not  new  languages,  and  then  it  is  that  a  heavenly  protection  is  thro\Mi 
around  him,  to  hinder  him  from  taking  up  something  that  is  not  true,  to  prevent  that 
spiritual  poison  from  hurting  him  ;  and  to  enable  him  to  take  up  serpents,  or  to  ele- 
vate these  principles  which  have  been  degraded  by  the  effects  of  the  fall.  And  the 
final  result  is,  the  soul  is  restored  to  spiritual  health,  and  rises  up  out  of  its  ruins  like 
the  army  of  dry  bones,  and  stand  a  beautiful  and  perfect  image,  in  the  full  stature  of 
the  new  man,  manifest  in  the  flesh. 

Mr.  Gibson. — My  friends,  if  you  want  to  hear  both  sides,  wait  a  little.  (Mr^ 
Woodman's  friends  began  to  make  a  noise  and  go  away.)  Mr.  Woodman  has  said 
that  we  have  to  show  that  we  are  not  the  false  prophets  that  should  arise  in  the 
last  days.  We  do  show  it,  because  these  false  prophets  were  to  work  miracles  to 
make  men  believe.  The  Latter-day  Saints  preach  no  such  doctrine,  they  preach  the 
gospel,  and  tell  the  people  to  believe  it,  and  promise  that  these  signs  shall  follow  them 
that  believe ;  and  when  they  have  obeyed  and  received  the  fulfilment  of  this  promise, 
they  then  have  proved  that  we  are  not  false,  but  true  men.  I  shall  take  a  cursor)' 
view  of  what  has  been  said  of  this  discussion.  I  want  now  to  show  you  a  few  con- 
tradicitons  that  Mr.  Woodman  has  made  dvu-ing  thecoiu'seof  it.     On  the  first  night, 
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lie  declared  he  believed  that  God  was  a  personal  being,  and  had  a  form,  and  was  a 
■substance.  He  next  deelai-ed,  that  God  was  love,  and  was  infinitely  extended  or  om- 
nipresent ;  consequently  was  only  a  passion,  or  a  state  or  aliection  of  the  mind  ;  which 
was  his  first  contradiction.  This  mind  he  sometimes  made  out  to  be  thought,  as  in 
his  comparison  of  the  man  and  the  dagger  ;  and  in  his  assertion,  that  a  man's  thought 
could  be  here  and  in  America  at  the  same  time  ;  therefore,  he  says  mind  is  not  mat- 
ter, but  immediately  after,  he  makes  out  that  mind  is  actually  the  spirit  of  man,  not 
his  thought  merely,  as  in  the  case  of  Paul  that  he  quoted,  1  Cor.,  v.  3,  where  Paul 
says,  "  though  he  is  absent  in  body,  yet  he  was  present  in  spirit."  He  wanted  to 
prove  from  this,  that  Paul's  spirit  could  be  in  two  places  at  one  time,  so  his  last  asser- 
tion contradicted  the  first ;  that  it  is  not  your  thoughts  that  are  in  England  and 
America  as  he  says  at  once,  but  actually  your  spirits.  This  is  his  second  contradic- 
tion. On  the  second  night,  he  told  you  that  no  man  had  seen  God  at  any  time,  and 
no  man  could  see  him,  and  immediately  quoted  John,  xiv.  9,  to  prove  that  Philip  saw 
him.  This  is  his  third  contradiction.  He  next  pi-oceeded  to  tell  you  that  God 
was  everywhere ;  that  the  heavens  could  not  contain  him,  and  to  limit  God  to  space, 
was  to  make  God  like  man ;  and  in  a  very  short  time  after,  he  quoted  a  passage  of 
scripture,  Col.,  ii.  9,  to  prove  that  the  whole  of  God  was  enclosed  in  a  very  small 
space,  viz,  in  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ,  for  in  him  dwelleth  all  the  fulness  of  the  god- 
head bodily     Which  was  his  fourth  contradiction. 

He  also  quoted  a  number  of  .figm-ative  expressions  from  the  Psalms  and  other 
places,  to  try  to  prove  that  the  account  given  by  Moses,  Gen.  xviii,  about  the  Lord  and 
two  angels  eating  of  Abraham's  calf,  and  Sarah's  cakes,  with  the  butter  and  the  milk, 
and  having  their  feet  washed,  could  not  be  true,  and  said  that  I  did  not  know  what 
was  in  Swedenborg's  writings,  but  that  he  had  studied  them  30  years.  I  will  read  an 
exti-act  therefrom,  that  you  may  see  how  far  Mv.  Woodman  and  Swedenborg  agree. 
In  par.  792  of  "•  The  True  Christian  Religion,"  it  is  said — "'  Man  after  death  is  as 
much  a  man  as  he  was  before,  and  so  little  changed  that  he  does  not  know  but  he  is 
still  in  the  former  world  ;  he  seeth,  heareth,  and  speaketh,  as  in  the  former  world  ; 
he  walketh,  runneth,  and  sitteth,  as  in  the  former  world ;  he  eateth  and  drinketh,  as 
in  the  former  world;  he  enjoyeth  conjugal  delight,  as  in  the  former  world: 
in  a  word,  he  is  a  man  in  all  and  every  respect,  and  yet  we  are  told  by  Mr. 
W^oodman,  a  spirit  has  nothing  in  common  with  other  matter.  His  fifth 
inconsistency ;  and  in  par.  794,  he  tells  us  all  the  difference  between  their  houses. 
Paradises,  meats,  and  other  things  is  that  they  are  created  in  a  moment,  according  to 
a  correspondence  with  the  affections  of  spirit,  while  all  things  in  the  material  world  be- 
gin to  exist  and  grow  from  seed.  And  in  par.  113,  that  they  ride  on  horses,  only  some 
of  them  ride  with  their  face  to  the  horse's  tail ;  and  in  par.  745,  that  the  boys  and 
young  men  play  at  hand-ball,  tennis,  running,  &c.,they  have  also  theatrical  and  stage 
entertainments,  wherein  the  comic  actois  represent  the  varions  graces  and  virtues  of 
life.  That  is  Swedenboi'g's  account  of  the  spiritual  world. — (Increased  noise  and 
cries  of  "  question"  from  Mr.  Woodman's  friends,  prevented  the  gi-eat  majority  of  the 
audience  from  hearing,  but  Mr.  Woodman's  party  were  determined  to  make  a  noise  ; 
what  follows  was  communicated  by  writing  afterwards. 

Contradiction  No.  6. — Mr.  Woodman,  in  his  first  speech  this  evening,  de- 
clared that  these  signs  in  a  literal  sense  never  did  follow  the  church  in  any 
age  of  the  world,  and  Avere  not  promised  to  the  apostles  ;  and,  in  his  second  speech, 
he  declared  that  I  gave  myself  a  great  deal  of  unnecessary  trouble  in  attempting  to 
prove  this,  for  he  did  not  deny  that  they  followed  the  apostles ;  and  in  his  third 
speech,  he  declares  tliat  he  never  called  these  things  recorded  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apos- 
tles into  question,  while  the  audience  cried  out  that  "  he  did."  Seventh  contradiction  . 
In  the  first  and  second  night's  discussion,  Mr.  Woodman  contended  that  (Jod  never 
revealed  himself  but  through  the  medium  of  angels,  and  that  they  were  called  gods  when 
they  appeared  ;  but  this  night  he  finds  it  convenient  to  ridicule  this  idea  and  says, 
that  in  such  case,  if  we  can  keep  friends  with  the  agent,  it  will  be  all  right. 
These,  he  says,  are  awful  principles.  In  fact,  his  arguments  have  been 
so  very  accommodating,  that  what  was  yea  at  one  time,  was  nay  at  another,  if  his  po- 
sition required  it  should  be  so.  Thus,  at  one  time,  he  declares  that  God  is  a  sub- 
stance, has  a  form  and  a  body ;  and,  at  another  time,  that  he  is  a  passion  (viz.  Love), 
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/  and  is  everywhere.  At  one  time,  he  declares  that  no  man  had  ever  seen,  or  could  see, 
the  Father  ;  and,  at  another  time,  he  proves  that  Philip  savs'  Him.  At  one  time,  he- 
declai'es  that  the  heaven  of  heavens  cannot  contain  God  the  Father,  and  to  limit  Him 
to  space,  is  to  make  Him  like  man  ;  and,  at  another  time,  he  has  the  whole  of  Him 
dwelUng  in  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ.  At  one  time,  he  declares  that  the  signs  spoken 
of  in  Mark,  xvi.  17>  18,  never  did  follow  the  Church  in  a  literal  sense;  and,  at 
another  time,  that  they  did.  He  declares  that  God  always  used  agents,  through  whom 
He  manifested  Himself;  at  another  time,  he  ridicules  the  idea,  and  says  these  are  awful, 
principles. 


That  this  is  a  faithful  report  of  the  discussion,  the  hundreds  who  were  there,  be- 
longing to  neither  party,  can  bear  witness ;  and  now  it  is  left  with  the  reader  to 
judge,  by  the  law  and  the  testimony,  by  reason  and  the  Word  of  God,  v\ho  has  the 
truth.     Error  may  stand  for  a  time,  but,  in  the  end, 

TRUTH  WILL  TRIUMPH! 
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